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THE SECOND 


"BATTLE" 


OF THE PHILIPPINES 


E ACH succeedins phase of the "Sec- 
— ond World War" must be viewed 

in the context of the whole develop- 

ment of events since September 1959. 

The re-occupation of the Philippines 

bythe Us Ss.) forces now in-progress 

bears a direct relation to the past 

Series of eireumstances involving the 

bis cavitalist powers. 


In so far as thé major capitalist 
oowers are concerned, an examination 
of the entire post-1939 unfolding of 
events reveals a remarkable succession 
of unopsosed landings, occupations and 
re-occupations of great and imoortant 
territories in the heart of Hurope, in 
the Pacific and in Asia. A study of 
what actually occurred among the big 
imperialists at each crucial moment 
brings out a host of the most fishy 
military features whose essence is a 
strange lack of reel war. 


The initial phoney military situa— 
tion that had to be covered up was the 
"Sitzkriog" of September 1939-May 1940, 
that leynote to the: éntiszoa subsequent 
development of the "Second World War." 
The term "covered up" is used deliber~ 
ately, for among the ticklish things 
they had to talk away was the point 
that the "democracies" which were 2l~ 
leged to be 2t war against the fascist 
powers for world domination did not 
lift a finger to interfere with the Na- 
Zi attack on Poland. Later, during 
the "Sitzkriez” there occurred the un~ 
opvosed Nazi landing in Norway, @ man- 
euver which, smong other things, in- 
volved the Nazis traversing; waters un- 
der Britisn control with tns enormous 


British navy mysteriously absent from 
the scenc. The unopposed Nazi occupa- 
tion of France following the "Sitz- 


krieg" is still being explaincd away 
on occasion by the capitalist flunkeys 
and by the psoudo-Marxists. The re- 
markable lock of opsosition to the Na- 
zi crossing of the British-controlled 
Mediterranean to land in North Africa 
required a good deal of ingenuity on 


the part ofthe official “explainers." 
The unopposed Nazi occupation of the 
Balkans falls into the same category. 
The bare pretense of resistance to the 
Japanese occupation of migntySinga- 
pore Kept the propagandists busy for 
some time. In general, what required 
& mountain of "explanations" was the 
glaring "democratic" policy of opening 
the» path: for -the fascists into one 
country after another. 


While the Nazi attack on the So- 
viet Union was rolling ahead, i.e., up 
to the Battle of Stalingrad, the "dem 
ocracies" continued the game of giving 
a free hand to the advance of the "Ax- 
is" forces. With the Battle of Stalin- 
grad, at which point it became clear 
that the Nazi Army had failed in the 
tesk assigned to it, the imperialists 
began to. reverse their territorial 
manipulations. Territories which had 
been opened up to the fascist forces 
were reoccupied by the "democracies" — 
this time the fascists pursuing the 
policy of no opoosition. To date the 
outstanding situation in this category 
is the unopoosed "Allied" landing in 
and re-occupation of France in 1944, 
The character of that event was such 
that the exverienced reporter, Herbert 
Iie Mattheve,. -aiter im sovera il. davon 
first-hand observation wrote of the 
phase in Southern France in this veins 
"It was beginning to seem like a phon- 
ey war." (The New York Times, August 
18, 1944) 


Apropos of this term Phoney War, 
Matthews, of course, as harking back 
tO An..2.eariver > period, the very suary 
of the “'Second Yorld War. It is a 
fact not to be forgotten that the "Sec~ 
ong World War" appeared on the histor- 
ical scene under the almost official 
title "The Phoney War." In certain 
standard bourgeois publicetions this 
term is eutered solemnly and even with 
definite dates. Thus, the latest cdi- 
tion of Webster's New International 
Dictionary in its historical supplement 


ee 


gives the following information: "The 

so-called ‘phoney wer! lasted throug 

1639) sand, they fivct...oart. of doa0.% 

(Current History Section, p. 310/24) 

The imoortant point in this connection, 
However, ic ‘that preciselye at the 

stage where she Dictionary's statement 

leaves off there began the phoniest 

series of unopposed occupations and re- 
Sccuvations, of territories. that the 

world has ever seen. In this article 

“wen brine tie. record Of this,scries up 

to the oresent moment. 


AGAIN, HE" 


SURPRISE" STORY 


cing oo Luzon, the chief island 
of the Philippines,on January 9, 1945, 
the “exnlainers" have quite a job on 
thoir hands. For one thing it is ale 
most impossible to make a convincing 
story that the Japanese were surprised 
by the landing. Readers of Tht BULLE. 
TIN’ will recall that in almost every 
major situation in the past the excuse 
of “surcrise" was,-given. to cover up 
ths lack of rcsistance.to the landings 
The Luzon affoir as described in the 
caoitalist press, however, fairly 
bristles witi reports to prove that it 
was ruled out that the Japancse could 
be surprised. A day by day acccunt of 
the reporting will amply illustrate 
this. The initial landing was made in 
the area of Lingnyon Gulf. Most volu- 
Dic. OL. all in prodiching.o Landing an 
that ares: were the Japanese spokesmen 
themselves, On January 6, 1945, at the 


{| N the case of the American land 


very start of the operations, the fol- 
lowing report arrived from aan neces 


and was printed tne next morning}; 


"Tokyo reported tonight that Gen, 
Douglas MacArthur's forces were vre- 
parin,; to invade the Philippine is- 
leud of Luzon and that one of three 
great invasion fleets already had 
reiched the Lingeyen Gulf area 
north ot bloody Bataan, where the 
main vansnese force landed more 
than three years ago." (The New 
York Times, January 7, 1945) _ 


In a review of the numerous public 
statements made by the Japenese, the 
newspaper P.i reported: 

"Apparently 


the cnemy is looking 


area of Lingasayen 
Javanese 


naturally 


main thrust to be launched 

Lingayen Gulf area where 

than 70 warships @re 

lined uo single file and” senuime 

salvo after salvo into the snore de- 
fenses." (PM, January 8, 1945) 


for the 
Le ee 
thesn, sey more 


recalled that. the 
Gulf was where the 
tremselves had landed in Doe 
AOSe 5 Tis @rearis. Kzo0wn as 
possible- landing plece, and 


LG achoukd oe 


cember 
the~.dest 


no one knows it better than tne Jenan- 


ese coumanders....Hanson. Y.; Laléwingrko 
vrites as,df, he. ferehdeal ape 

with areal war emoug the imperic. 

ist -powers, declared, just. prior to vhe 

official announcement of tne lending: 

"Lingayen Gulf from Suezl to Santo 
Tomas anchorare -is..the best. area 
for an amphibious landing on tne is- 

land.a-of buzon,.and(ior; this, rés¢on 

is certain to be henvily defended." 

(The New York Times,January 9,145) 


His colleague on the New York Herald- 
Tribune, Major Eliot, wrote in a sinl= 
lar vein also before the landing was 
announced: 


"Possivly the casiest approrch 
from the sea; the one the -vavencse 
used and the one which, rccording 
to Japanese reports, General MacéAr- 
thar -may agein be trying to usec, is 
from Lingayen Gulf. Here there are 
beaches on which troops can lnind in 
considerable numbers, and there zre 
roads anda a railway which lead 
southward to Manila, But the J2p- 
anese are ,perfectly. aware of all 
tnis, and, if they have ~repared to 
meet an American landing anywhere, 
it is certainly on the shores of 
Lingayen Gulf.". (January 10, 1545) 


When the whole vorld alread; knew 
of the United States landings, tne Jew 
York Herald-Tribune carried the front 
page headline, "“JAPANESS KNEW LiInGsYENn 
GULF BLOW WAS WEAR." The finger point- 
ed at Lingayen Gulf because the United 
states “naval , forces), ran past Manila 
Bay end continued northward obviously 
heading for Lingayen: 


have) known 
we intended to at— 


"Tre Japanese must 
last Friday taat 


a So 


tack at Lingayen Gulf for that af-— 


ternoon the spearhead of Allied bat. 


tleships, some of them raised from 
the mud of Pearl Harbor,ran past 
the entrance of Manila Bay and Kept 
going northward with a screen of 


erdican and Australian cruisers,es- 


cert vessels and destroyers ies 


the command of Vice~Admiral Jesse B. 


Oldendorf, whose ships were known 
as the bombardment and fire support 
eroup of the naval forces." (Janu- 
ary 11, 1945) 


When the details of the Japanese 
reaction began to pour in, the chief 
point that had to be accounted for was 
the utter lack of opposition, Hanson 
W. Baldwin, while taking note of the 
wnopoosed nature of the landing, con~ 


tinued to reject the "surprise" explan- 


ations 


"The lack of opposition on the 
beaches cannot be explained by sur~ 
prisc." (The New York Times, Jan- 
uary 11, 1945) 


It was quite clear that in this 
situation the "surprise" yarn would 
cut very little ice. Nevertheless, the 
imperialist leaders made a try at it. 
Undoubtedly, they figured that it had 
worked in the past, why not use it 
again. General MacArthur was the ori- 
ginal source ef this "explanation" in 
this case. Its hollow sound is felt 
in the editorial comment of The New 


York Times: 


“According to General MacArthur, 
the enemy was apparently taken com= 
pletely by surpriso, which is all 


the more remarkable because the Tok- 


yo radio has been announcing the 
impending invasion for days." (Jan~ 
vary, 1945) 


How "surprised" the Japanese command-— 
ers really were is obvious from the 
editor's remark that "the Tolagyo radio 
has been announcing the impending in~ 
vasion for days," 


Remarkably cnough, even after Mac 
Arthur made a stab at the "surprise" 
story, The New York Times editors were 
constrained to confess — 


"For the invasion convoy, strateg— 


ie surprise was not possible." (Jan-: 
vary 14, 1945) 


What had happened was that the 
commentators of The New York Times — 
and of other papers for that matter — 
had come out with the plain truth be~ 
fore the landing, namely, that sur- 
prise was at of the question. When 
MacArthur, however, resorted to the 
"Survrise" fable, all these bourgeois 
propagandists were caught short. It 
was their unpleasant duty to have to 
wriggle out of the truthful statements 
they had been constrained to make ear- 
lier in the game. On a later occasion, 
Baldwin, for example, had to concoct a 
"scientific" appearing lot of hocus— 
pocus to make his readers believe that 
somehow, in some vague way, the Japan— 
ese were surprised after all. 


NO OPPOSITION 


if HE story of "surprise" is plain 

bunk. What, then, was behind 
the lack of opvosition to the Amer~ 
ican landing at Lingayen Gulf? LEvi- 
dently it was a matter of pre-estab— 
lished policy. The policy of the im- 
perialists was not to opvose the *land- 
ing. This is clearly shown by the mat- 


erial in the capitalist press itself 
proving that the Japanese, who were 
there from December 1941, a period of 


three ears, never fortified the cru- 
cial Lingayen Gulf landing area and 
manifestly had no intention of putting 
up any resistance whatever to a land~ 
ing: 


"What the Japs have been doing 
here the past three years I cannot 
imagine, Yesterday when Gen. Mac 
Artimr cxamined our beachheads, I 
went with him. He found no beach 


defenses worthy of the name. And 
when I stopped and talked to the 


natives they told me that the Japs 
had fled inland three days ago when 
our naval shelling started." (G. C. 
Folster, PM, January 10, 1945. iy 
emphasis - J. C. H.) 


It-is clear “thaty if the “Second 
World War" in its inter-imperialist 
phases were & real conflict, like that 
of 1914~1918, for world empard, as the 
self-styled Marxists maintain, the Jap- 


ies 


rulers would at least have made 
to fortify the chief land- 
the main island of the 
They had three years in 
which to do so. Over a long period of 
peace, it is true, the imperialists 
might not necessarily fortify such a 
strategically important point, but cer- 
t2inly. during three years in which a 
war for world supremacy is suoposed to 
be on among the capitalist powers, 
they would not fail to ouild defenses. 
Yet the very opposite appears in the 
numerous reports. Another sample: 


anese 
an attenot 
ine. place, “in 
Philippines. 


"At no place did we run into any 
organized resistance, and we found 
little evidence that the Japs ever 
intended to offer any." (C..Y. Mc 
Donald, New York Post, January 10, 
1945) 


In connection with the imperial— 
ist policy of having an unopposed land- 
ing on Luzon,’ there is a remarkable 
circumstance which throws light on the 
ubternioxeryac of the official pretense 
that the Japanese were surprised. It 
igs recorded in. the capitalist press 


that at least three days before tho 
landing, the American forces showered 


leaflets on the Gulf area addressed to 
the Filipino inhabitants warning them 
to evacuate the beachhead area, In 


Other words, the American authorities 
themselves informed everybody in Lin- 
goayen ef impending action at least 
three days in advance. According to 


the reports, the Filipinos, obeying 
the leaflets, left the beachhead area— 
and following thom the Japanese forces 
left also! 

"tWe knew when you were coming,' 
said one villager. 

"“Obeying our propaganda leaflets, 
the natives left the beachhead area 
three days before the invasion and 
the Jaonnese folloved them the next 
day." (The New York Times, January 
DL f948 iy 


Admiral Oldendorf himself is quot- 
ed to tne cffect that after January 6, 
when the naval bombardment of the 
beaches and the movement into Lingayon 
Gulf besan, three days prior to the ac~ 
tual landing on the shores, his ob~ 
servers saw no Javanese there: 


"He gaid that after Jan. 6 his 
force saw no Japanese on the beacn: 
es." (The New York Times, Januacy 


10, 1945) 
Hence, the picture was as follows: 


"The Japs had pulled out. Furth- 
ermore, there was no evidence that 
they had ever intended to fight at 
Lingayen." (Newsweek, January 22, 
1945, p. 28) 


Without doubt the imperialist 
hokum of "surprise" is no accident, but 
is evidently used to cover up certain 


facts in the long series of unoprosed 
‘landings, occupations and re-occupa— 
tions. 


A TERRIFIC BOMBARDMENT — 
OF EMPTY BEACHES 


E ET us put together a few facts 
of this pecultarvaffair-of the 


landing on Luzon. First, as we have 
already shown, there was nothing on 
the beaches that could seriously te 


termed defenses. Secondly, after Jan-— 
uary 6, there were no Japanese on the 


beaches either. Yet, the papers are 
full of reports of a three-day bom— 
bardment of the beaches, from Jé@nuary 


6 to January 9 when the actual landing 
occurred. Here is & report of the bom- 
bardment of the beaches: 


"Vice Admiral Oldendorf's bomtenxd- 
ment force of battleships, cruis~ 
ers, destroyers, and small carriers 
had pounded the beaches for three 
days in advance." (Newaveck, Jan- 
uaAryr Ze 1945 ,7pw 28) 


"For three days in advance" — this is 
from January 6 to January 9. When the 
facts ero paced in thom true so- 
quence. it becomes clear that for three 
days the smerican naval and acrial for. 
ces were bombarding empty beaches! 


"WE DIDN'T FID THE FRONT LIND 


BEUAJSE THSRE WAS NO WAR" 


\W. ITH such a background the natural 
order of events (really, lcck 
of events) was this: 


"The landing itself was complcte~ 


=o = 


ly uneventful. Not a shor battery 
fired as the hundreds of American 
vessels steamed into the gulf be- 
fore dawn." (The New York Times, 


Jamiuary 10, 1945 


Naturally, the capitalist propa- 
gandists understand that it is 
their paid job to make the ludicrous 
plausible to the masses, to cover up 
the basic criminal policy of inperial- 
ism in all cases. Hence, The New York 


Times editors pretended to give a mili- 


tary rationalization for the utter 
lack of war in the landing on Luzon: 


“General Yamashita may believe 
that this first American landing in 


Lingayen Gulf is not the main Ameri- 


can effort," 
12, 1945) 


(Editorial, January 


The question arises:— Assuming that 
the Japanese commander on Imzon, Yama- 


shite, 1s. 6 plain idiot, even such a 
numbskall would realize, after‘he saw 
thousands of American troops moving 


many miles inland with huge equipment, 
thet something was brewing. We are 
writins for the moment @s if a real 
war be in progress among the imperial-— 
ist powers. But the pattern of no war 
continued far past the initial landing. 
Let it be said, parenthetically, that 
the workers ‘should take absolutely no 
stock in the "explanation" that the 
imperialist masters are fools or luna- 
tics; the rulers know quite well what 
is going on and what they are up to. 
In a short time, the landing was no 
Yonser just a landing, but evolved in- 
to a mass inilitary movement down Iyzon. 
Still — no war: 


"For the third day, the American 
troops on Luzon pushed down the 
road from Lingayen Gulf to ‘Manila 
without. a contact with the enemy." 
(New York Herald-Tribune, J a nuary 
12, 1945) 


The «agno River on the road to Man~ 


ila is kmozn to be a natural and pow 
erful defense barrier where “everybody 
exvected" a terrific stcnd would be 
made by the Japanese. The no war game 
continued, however: 


"The Japs, whom they had expected 
to make a strong defense of the Ag- 


NOe Hiver s give it up without 2 
struggle. The Americans likewiso 
erosséd other river berriers on the 
plain without having to force thom.". 
(Newsveck, January 29, 1945, p. 33) 


A few years ago when it was the 
imperialist- game to have the fascist 
forces advance and without opposition 
occupy various territories, the story 
given out to cover up the underlying 
inter-imperialist machination Was 
that the Japanese are masterly jungle 
fighters. This was the drivel offi- 
cially .spread in connection with the 
unopposed Japanese advance through Ma- 
laya toward Singapore and also in re- 
gard to the Japanese advance in 1941- 
42 from Lingayen Gulf to Manila. Now, 
on the other hand, when the imperial- 
ists' game is reversed, it would seem 
that the Japanese never heard of jun- 
gle fighting or even of taking advan— 
tage of such natural defenses as 
svamps, rivers and bogs,. A high-ranle 
ing American officer is quoted as fol- 
lows? 


"'These swamps, rivers and bogs 
could have been the bloodiest bat-— 
tlefield in the Sorld, and- vey are 
letting us get through it without 
fighting.'" (Newsweek, January 29, 
1945, p. 33) 


The ruling eornge turns its. fakery on 
and Off, to Suit its needs. 


With the order of events reversed, 
familiar phreses re-appear in the re- 
ports, When the ruling clique on both 
sides of. the so-called “front” “yorked 
together to bring the Nazis into 
France, they contrived to keep the 
French air force of gome 5,000 first-— 
line planes completely out of gight. 
Where is the French air force, Was 
the cry that was raised by the sol- 
diers, the populace and the reporters 
on the scene. Now with the unfplding 
of the nev stzge,the fascist oir foreo 
is kept hidden. When the "Allies" re- 
occupied France last year, the cry wes 
thet the Luftwaffe was mysteriously ab- 
sent. With the American re-occupation 
of luzon, here is what is heard: 


"Everybody is wondering where the 
Japanese cir force is. In the past 
three days there has been virtually 


no enemy air activity and the Amer-— 
ican troops on luzon have yet to 
undergo bombing and strafing." (The 
New York Times, January 16, 1945) 


"The enemy's nonappearance in the 
air and on the sea at Luzon is still 
amystery." (The New York Times, 
Jamiary 17, 1945) 


pe city 01. Jarlac - le tie main 
center on the road from the north to 
Manila, The chief "opponent" met by 
the American forces in the advance to 
Tarlac consisted of — mosquitoes and 
heat! 


"Gains right and left of the ex- 
panded Lingayen Gulf beachhead were 
reported by Gen. Douglas MacArthur 
today as his main spearheads point— 
ing toward Manila approacned the 
important city of Tarlac, fighting 
nothing much worse than mosquitoes 
and heat." (New York Sun, January 
gehen, taecihay) 


In the movement around Tarlac, a 
reporter got into a jeep to see if he 
could find a war somewhere. He was 
grievously disappointed: 


"We boiled southward ina jeep 
driven by Pfc. Clifford Johnson of 
Birmingham, Ala., looking for the 
front lines and the war, 

WWerdiantt find, sune front lines 
because there was no war, Or maybe 
it was vice wersa. Anjyway,the Jap- 
anese had declared a holiday on 
fighting and our troops were roll- 
ing southward unimpeded along beau- 


tiful twe-line cement highways." 
(G. E. Jones, The New York Times, 


January 26, 1945 


Tarlac itself was occupied by the 
United States forces without a fight. 
Like during the "Sitzkrieg" when the 
lack of activity and resulting boredom 
led to some wiseacre's calling the 
"Second World War" the "Second Bore 
War," the troops marching on Tarlac 
complained of ennui: 


"The march of Link's men into Tar- 
lac,the only important tom between 
Lingayen and Manila, rasembled a 
summer maneuver more than an import- 
ant seven-mile gain against the Jap- 


ANESe.s 
* * * 


"There was no sign of Japanese." 


* me * 


"There was absolute quiet on this 
strangest of beachheads. Some front- 
line troops had been marching for 
ten days without firing a shot." 


* * * 


"'This war is making me sleepy,' 


yawned Staff Sargeant Robert V. 
Quinn, of Utica, N.Y." (New York 


Herald-Trjbyne, January 23, 1945) 
A "GALAtHOLIDAY" 


On January 29, 1945 a second Unit- 
ed States landing was made on 
Luzon. By then the affair had been 
well established; the yarn of "sur- 
prise" had been laid on thick and peo- 
ple were already accustomed to reading 
about the lack of fighting in the Phil- 
ippines. In this second landing, of 
smaller magnitude then the initial one 
at Lingayen, the game did not even in- 
clude a preliminary bombardment of the 
empty beaches, The area chosen was 
the strategically—situated, excellent 
landing place, Subic Bay, northern key 
to Bataan. A vivid description of the 
landing is given by the eyewitness, Wm. 
J. Dunn, C. B. S. correspondent, under 
the headline, "NEW LANDING GALA HOLI- 
rap. Aah , 


"T have just witnessed the most 
amazing amphibious operation in 
more than three years of covering 
this Pacific war, the landing of 
more than a division of American 


troops on the west coast of Luzon 
and just above Subic Bay without 
the firing of a shot. 

"What might have been a bitter 
battle turned out to be a gala holi- 
day for the Filipinos of Zambales 
Province who swarmed to the beaches 
to greet the landing elements of 
the lith Corps with cheers and 
SONS. 

"It was the first major landing 
ever mide in this area without any 
preliminary shelling." (PM, January 
31, 1945) 


This correspondent goes on to remark 
that the American forces had already 
moved "11 miles inland to capture pri- 
mary objectives without a shot being 
fired," 


Placed were being captured with- 
out a fight which in a real war would 


have been centers of powerful and ef- 
fective resistance. Two such points 
were taken unopoosed in the unfolding 


of the Subic Bay landing. One is "the 
former American base at Olongapago, 
which fell without a struggle." (PM, 
February 3, 1945) This place is des- 
cribed as follows: 


"Olongapago, which lies at the 
head of a naturally sheltered har- 
bor,further protected by a concrete 
breakwater, was a naval and repair 
station second only to Manila be- 
fore the war." (The New York Times, 
February 1, 1945) 


The other place is Grande Island in 
Subic Bay. The above report carrics 
this description of Grande Island: 


"The island is a mass of rock, 
approximately half a mile square, 
which controls the narrow mouth of 
Subic Bay overlooking the mile-wide 
western channel, which is the only 
entrance for large ships. 

"Before the Japanese invasion the 
island was a military reservation 
with a fort that mounted ten inch 
guns." (Ibid.) 


A highly revealing story is told about 
these ten inch guns. It is claimed 
that their breach mechanisms were re- 
moved by the Americans before evacua~ 


tion in 1941. The Japanese, it must 
again be recalled, had three years in 
which to prepare defenses of this key 


point. Yet such is the peculiar na- 
ture of the "Second World War" in 
which the imperialist powers, accord~ 
ing to certain alleged Marxists, are 
contending fer possession of world em- 
pires as in 1914-1918, that the Japan- 
esc did not even bother to repair the 
huge guns on Grande Island: 


"The Americans removed the breach 
mechanisms of the guns before they 
went to Bataan, The communique did 
not mention Japanese resistance nor 


any indication that the enemy ever 
attempted to repair the big guns 
which would outrange any artillery 
in our possession in this area ex-- 
cept the sixteen-inchers of the bat— 
tleships of the Seventh Fleet." (Ibid) 


In connection with this Subic Bay 
landing, the utterly fraudulent way 
the imperialist flunkeys are using the 
"surprise" fairy tale was again strik- 
ingly brought to light. The dispatch 
by Lindsay Parrott to The New York 
Times of January 31, 1945 informs the 
reader that the Japanese had not pern-- 
anently occupied this area since 1942: 


“Later, when we went ashore, Fil- 
ipinos informed us the enemy had 
not permanently occupied the dis- 
trict since 1942 though occasional 
parties had foraged there, seizing 
food, scrap iron and a few autono- 
biles. The Filipinos said that the 
last they had seen were 300 who 
passed southward two weeks ago along 
the coastal road, the northern end 
of which is firmly in the grasp of 
the Sixth Army." 


The same information is contained in 
the Associated Press dispatch in.the 
New York Post of the same day. It is 
obvious that since for a couple of 
years at least tne Japancse had no 
permanent installations in the import-— 
ant Subic Bay area, they had not the 
slightest intcntion of opposing a land 
ing. It is legitimate to talk of sur- 
prise in a situation where the defcnd- 
ing force has the intention to defend 
the given area but is caught napvoing 
contrary to its intentions. On the 
other hand, when there is no intention 
of defense to upset, there can be no 
legitimate talk of surprise. Neverthe- 
less the United Press dispatch of the 
same day "forgot" to mention that 
there had been no Japanese installa- 
tions in the region in question for at 
least two ycars and resorted to the 
"surprise" hokum to "explain" the com- 
plete lack of opoosition to the land- 
ing; 


"So complete was the surprise 
that the Japs were unable to put up 
the slightest resistance on the 
beaches or anywhere ashore in the 
first day, eliminating all prelim— 


me oi 


inary shore bombardment by the tion is thus described in the capital 


planes and warships of the big am- ist press? 
phibious force." (New York World- 
Telegram, January 31, 1945) "The Japanese have been there 
more than three years and have made 
With this type of deception the im- Manila one of their most important 
perialist propagandists cover up the defense bases, with a big garrison, 
real basis of the unopposed landings, great stores of supplies and ex- 
occupations and re~occupations of im- tensive “facilities” of all’ kinds.” 
portant territory marking the course (Editorial,The New York Times, Jan- 
of the "Second World War" supposed to vary 14, 1945) 
be in progress among the big capitalist 
powerse By February 5 the United States 
troops occupied half of Manila and the 
January 31 marked a third landing only "resistance" mentioned in MacAr- 
on Luzon. This was at Nasugbu on the thur's dispatch was considered "little 
west coast Batangas Province where more than sniper fire." (New York 
three years ago the Japanese had land- Post) In the first few days of the en- 
ed on their route to Manila. The gen- try into Manila the lack of anything 
eral description of the United States resembling a real defense was such 
landing on Batangas is as follows: that the military writer of the New 


York Herald-Tribune declared: 
"The first wave hit five miles of 


Batang2s beach from landing ships "The Japanese Army has chosen to 
Wednesday morning without firing a yield up the city of Manila without 
shot and speared quickly inland making a fight for it." (Eliot , 
through the town of Nasugbu without February 7, 1945) 
meeting serious opposition." (New 
York Herald—-Tribune, February 2, In subsequent days it appeared thata 
1945) few thousand Japanese troops had been 
left behind scattered over Manila. A 
THR RE-OCCUPATION OF MANILA good deal of shooting back and forth 


occurred, buildings were burned, raids 
HE advance on Manila was describ- on prison eamps, "“hcroic liberations,* 
ed by the reports as literally etc. took place, In no way could this 


@ race staged between advance unite activity be considered an actual bat-— 
identificd as the lst Cavalry Division tle for Manila. MacArthur himself pub- 
and the 37th Division. Resistance by licly indicated that the Japanese ac- 
the Japenese was noteworthy only for tivity was not of a military nature, 
its absence. The movement of the Unit— but as falling into the category of 
ed States forces involved only the vandalism. Clearly, the noise created 
time required to march, with no time and continuing to a lessened degree up 
ormhor ‘Wightives to now served to cover up the basic 
features af the United States re-entry 

"It's definitely a race betwecn into the Philippines as shown in the 

forward elements of the First Caval- foregoing material, 


ry and Thirty Seventh, 2 press dis» 
patch said, while a Blue Network MORE "SURPRISEY YARNS 
correspondent reported that, 

‘strange as it seems, everything es 
points to the fact that we should 


FTER the entrance into Manila, 
the United States forces ef- 


get to Manila in just the space of fected two more landings. By this 
time it takes us to move the men stage, the moves are so rapid and the 
and equipment on the road,!" (The lack of features. of real war so flag- 
New York Times, February 3, 1945) rant tht the imperialists are appar- 
ently complctely at a loss even to try 

Manila is the most important mil- to invent some new fakery to cover the 
itary center in the Philippines. In real basis of the entire affair, They 
& real war, it would be the site of an can do no more than tirelessly repeat 


enormous, major conflict. Its situa» the stale drivel about "surprise." 


a Sos 


Tms, when the United States forces 
landed at Mariveles on the southern 
tip of Bataan, the headlines read: 


“SOUTHERN BATaAl CAPTURED IN SURPRISE 
BLOW PROM SEA." (The New York Times, 
Fevruary 17, 1945) A few days later a 
landing was made on the isiénd fort- 
ress of Corregidor, "ENEMY IS SURPRIS-~ 
ED." declared The New York Times head- 
line of February 18, 1945. 


HOW THE IMPERIALISTS COVER UP REALITY 


i EANWHILE, the whereabouts of the 
Japanese army in the Philip- 
pines — it was reported to be over 
200,000 strong — still remains one of 
those "mysteries" which have been so 
liberally sprinkled over the picture 
of this fantastic "war" among the big- 
gest capitalist powers in the world. 


It is possible that later reports 
will be coming in alleging the occur- 
rence of big. battles. The imper- 
lalists cannot contime without camou- 
flage. Since they have matters under 
their control, they can stage a battle 
here and there, create destruction and 
casualties, without any danger to 
their basic plans. In fact, they have 
dons so on a number of occasions. In 
connection with the landings on Luzon, 
the Japanese imperialists have invent— 
ed the most fantastic hokum in pre- 
tense that they offered herculean re- 
sistance to the United States forces, 
It is reported that the Japanese pa~ 
pers and radio were full of Munchhaus- 
ents taleseditec-thetime of the anitial 
Lingayen landing to the effect that 
the American forces had been blown vir- 
tually to bits, It is worth quoting 
these bedtime stories for they provide 
a concrete instance of how the inperi- 
@lists fool the working class into 
thinking that they are conducting a 
terrific struggle among thomselves: 


''Super-heavy' guns firing from 
the Japanese fortresses of San Fer- 
nando, Bauang, Damortis and other 
points on the Lingayen Guif coast 
wore 'sonding up a terribie ba:cags,! 
Tokyo snid, in 'the hottest roczp- 
tion ever recorded in the annals of 
war on the oncoming enemy convoys!" 
(The New York Times, January 9,1945) 


The reader will recall the reports in 


the American press to the effect that 
not a shore battery fired at the land-- 
ing parties. The Japanese rulers are 
compelled to resort to outright inven- 
tion of formidable resistance to the 
landing since they appear for the mo- 
ment as the "defeated" party and they 
must avoid severely jarring the masses 


at home. The American rulers, on the 
other hand, appear as_ the "victors" 
and so — at this point — they have 


not had to concoct fables about huge 
battles on Luzon. 


As every politically enlightened 
workert understands, the imperialists 
of all national stripes are birds of a 
feather, They differ only in degree 
of power and skill in deceiving and op— 
pressing the masses. Such lies as 
cited immediately above from the Jajan- 
ese rulers have their source not in 
some so-called national charactcris- 
tics but in the basic policy of sifure 
national imperialism which since Sep~ 
tember 1939 has been to cover a pre- 
tense of war. 


ae ea pan) 

OME general observations on the 
(e acter of the American landings and 
re-occupations in the Philippines will 


bring out an interesting pattern of 
maneuvers engaged in by the imperical-~ 
ists. The initial entrance was made 


on Leyte Island in October 1944, This 

island is a smaller one, relatively un- 
important, located some 300 miles from 

Manila. The claim was made that on 

Leyte a great deal of fierce fighting 

occurred. This gave the masses the 

impression that a big war was occur 

ring for the. Philippines. Then the 

pattern typical of the "Second World 

War" began to unfold. The closer the 

moves came to. the: real heart of the 

Philippines, namely, Luzon, the more 

absent became the features of real war. 
On December 15, 1944, a United Stetes 

landing was made on Mindoro Island. 

This .is one. of the, larger islands and 

is immediately adjacent to Luzon. "U. 

S. FORCE LANDS UNOPYOSED ON MINDORO 

WITHIN 165 MILES OF PHILIPPINE CAri- 

TAL," declared the banner headline of 

The New York Times on December 16,1944, 
A Univcd Press dispatch in the same 

issue .cOrbied, this, -typical, piece of 

inrormation: 


24002 


FAmerican assault waves went 
ashore this morning on Mindoro Is- 
land without meeting a single enemy 
rifle shot on the beaches,and nine- 
ty minutes thereafter the most for- 
ward elements have driven more than 
a mile inland through dry sugar 
cane and rice fields and scattered 
coconut groves." 


While a dispatch two days later stated 
resistance had been met from the Jap- 
anese on Mindoro, the character of 
this resistance (it should really be 
put in quotation marks) was such that 
the same dispatch in the very next 
sentence st&ted: "The enemy has not 
yet reacted to the invasion 155 miles 
south of Manila." (The New York Times, 
December 18, 1944) 


The next place still closer to 
Manila re-occupied by United States 
forces was the island of Marinduque. 
The New York Times headlines told the 
storys "MARINDUQUE WON. AMERICANS OC 
CUPY ISLE 10 MILES FROM LUZON AND 100 
MILES FROM MANILA. LANDING UNOPPOSED." 
(January 6, 1945) It should be noted 
that this unopposed landing was made 
on the day that Admiral Oldendorf's 
three-day bombardment of the empty 
beaches of Lingayen Gulf began, 


The Marindugue landing was quick- 
ly followed up by the unopposed land- 
ings at Lingayen Gulf, Subic Bay and 
Batanges on the main island of the 
Philippines, Luzon. The overall pat- 
tern is clearly a free, unopyosed re- 
entrance into the Philippines which 
follows the general tactic of the im- 
perialists in their territorial mani- 
pulations in the so-called "Second 
World War." 


——_- ————— Oe 


HE headlines of the virtually un- 
opposed re-occupation of the 
main centers of the Philippines had 
hardly been relegated to the back pag-— 
es of papers when the front page began 
to roar with reports of a terrific 
struggle on Iwo Jima. The contrast 
between the two situations is so re- 
markable that it requires some discus-— 
sion. The Philippines with their enor- 
mously rich natural rcsources and 
their population of over 16,000,000 


are the proudest territorial posses- 
sion of American imperialism. They 
are a plum that would make any imperi- 

alist mouth water. Supposedly in this 
"Second World War" for world empire, 
the Japanese rulers had come into pos- 
session of the Philipoines. Peculiar 
ly enough, they put up nothing twt 
could seriously be called resistance 
when the time came for the American 
rulers to reoccupy the Philippines 

But on Iwo Jima, according to the re- 
ports, the Japanese are offering the 
most ferocious and bloody resistance. 


Thousands of casualties are reported. 
What is Iwo Jima? Can it conceivably 
have such importance in contrast to 


the Philippines that for the latter 
the Japanese make no fight while for 
the former they shed the blood of 
thousands? What is the meaning of 
this strange policy? 


It is necessary to view the mat— 
ter in the light of the whole unfodd- 
ing of this so-called "Second World 
War." A unique pattern of events will 
be found in the examination. When the 
Nazis occupied France (which is no Ito 
Jima by any means!), such historic 
fortresses as Verdun and Sedan were 
not defended by the "Allies." The 
Japanese occupied Singapore without 
meeting a struggle, and Singapore, let 
it be recalled, is the greatest for- 
tress in the Orient. When the "Allies" 
reoccupied France, again Verdun and 
Sedan were not defended, this time by 
the Nazis... At every crucial and im- 
portant point, there has been no real 
struggle in the so-called "Second 
World War." But on Iwo Jima, on Guad- 
alcanal, on Tarawa, the battlefields 
were reportedly drenched with blood, 
In a whole number of out of the way, 
insignificant places fierce fights 
were staged by the imperialists — but 


not at Verdun, not at Sedan, not at 
Metz, not at Singapore, not in the 
Philippines, to mention only a few of 


the seally crucial places. Impres— 
sive muvtion pictures have been exhibit-— 
ed of the fighting on Tarawa and will 


also be shown of the fighting on Iwo 
Jima whe.e the papers report that 75 
color cameras are being used by the 


United States navy forces. 
are no color movies of any fight at 
Verdun, or Sedan, or Metz, or Sinza- 
pore, because there was no fight! The 


But there 


movies of Tarawa make a profound im- 
pression on the millions who see them; 
unfortunately, these millions do not 
link what they see with what they did 
not see because it never existed,name~ 
ly, resistance to the Nazi occupation 
of France (1940) or Nazi resistance to 
the "Allied" re-occupation (1944). If 
the masses saw the totality of the pat-~ 
tern of the "Second World War," they 
would realize that unless the imperi- 
alists stage these fights in remote, 
out of the way places — (and don’t 
forget the color cameres all set up 
like a Hollywood studio)— there would 
be nothing visible but one unopvosed 
occupation and re-occupation of the 
main centers of the world after anoth- 
er. Ina word, without the Iwos, Tar- 
awas and Guadalcanals, there would be 
nothing visible but the clear symptoms 
of a shan war amongst the imperislists. 


It is no accident that Iwo Jima 
and the color cameras were cooked up 
immediately following the unopposed re- 
entry into the Philippines. The im. 
perialists could not let such a phoney 
circumstance pass without covering it 
up somohow, It is from tis necessity 
that Iwo Jima flowed as have all the 
staged fights of this type. The lives 
wiped out in these fights means 2bsolu- 
tely nothing to the imperialists who, 
when it suits their purposc,will cause, 
as in 1914-1918, the butchery of 
ten million and the maiming of twenty 
million. The casualties on Iwo Jima 
will be used by the imperixlists to 
make the masses forget about the "mys- 
teries" of the "“sattles" of France, 
Norway, the Balkans, Singapore, the 
East Indies, the Philippines and other 
vital places in the sham var. 


* * ™ 


‘| N previous issues of THE BULLE- 
TIN we have prosented c mass 
of documentary material proving that 
among the big imperialist powers what 
has been in progress since Soptember 
1939 does not fall into the category 
of a real imperialist wor for world 
domination like that of 1914-1918. Tke 
attack on the Soviet Union, however, 
organized by world imperislism with 
Nazi Germany as the spearhead, falls 
into the same category as the imperial~ 
ist intervention of 1918-1920. The 


fundamental pattern which unfolded af- 
ter September 1939 was the opening of 
territory after territory to the fas- 
cists by their alleged foes. the "dome 
ocratic" ruling”. gangs, with the re- 
sultant launching of the reali war on 
he Stalin-ruled Soviet Union. When 
it became clear at the time of the 8.t- 
tle of Stalingrad that the Nazi at- 
tempt to destroy the Soviet Unicn ned 
definitely failed, the imperialists 
entered into a new stage of their man- 
euvers. This is the process of re- 
occupying the various territorics tem- 
porarily handed over to fascist polic~ 
ing by the rulers of the "democracies." 
The outstanding milepost of this new 
stage is the unopposed re-occupation 
of France by the "Allies." The new de- 
velopments have clearly shown them 
selves also in the Pacific area with 
the unopposed re-occupation of the Al- 
eutians and of Philippine territorios. 
This free handing back and forth of 
important territories in no way re- 
sembles the features of a real imperi-~ 
alist war but points to the underlying 
collaboration of world imperialism, 


The various opportunists who pose 
as Marxists have been concealing the 
real character of the "Second World 
War" ever since the Chamberlain-Dala 
dier paper declaration of war in Sep. 


tember 1939. At no time have the 
pseudo—Marxists accounted for the 
enormous multitude of phoney mili- 


tary features which have characterized 
the operations among the imperialist 
powers. The tactic of the opoortun- 

ists has been to ignore these crucial 
aspects of reality and to parade their 
amalgam of the "Second World War" with 
the war of 1914-1918. By slurring 

over the fundamental features the op- 
portunists cause their mechanical use 
of the phrasc “imperialist war" to ap- 
pear a matter of "following in the 
footsteps of Lenin." A concrete anal- 
ysis of the actual facts utterly ex- 
plodes the "Leninist" pretenses of the 
opportunists. 


The unopposed occupation of France 


by the Nesis in 1940 was striking 
enough to begin vith to those who ob- 
served the fasts and saw through the 
smokescrcen svread by the capitalist 


propigendists. The unopposed re-occu- 
pation of France in 1944 by the "Al- 


tho. — 


lies" was even more vivid in events in- 
dicating the sham hature of the "war." 

The United States re-entry into the 

Philippines tops the bill so far for 

its phoney character. 


It is so with every fraud perpe- 
tratod by the bourgeoisio; the decper 
its development, the more grotesque it 
becomes in the divergence of the pre- 
tenses from the realities. . Due to the 
Stalinists, Trotskyites and Social Dem- 
ocrats who ei the imperialists by 
painting the situation as & renal con- 
flict botween the "Allies" and the "Ax- 


is" the sham nature of the "Second In- 


ter-Imperialist World War" is now 
known only to a few workers. As the 
revolutionary proletarinn forces grow 


stronger and come to dominate the work- 
ing class as a whole, the truth will 

become known to all the toilers who 

will then be ina position to reckon 

with their class foes. 


J. C. Hunter 
February 1945 
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| LEWIS FACES A NEW CRISIS 


HE new contract terms offered by 
John L. Lewis for the soft 
coal miners are a classic example of 
the mountain laboring and giving forth 
@& mouse, After much raving and rante 
ing against the Little Steel formula, 
Lewis vresented a set o2:-terms which 
carefully and designedly avoid -caising 
this issue. Lewis does not ask fora 
direct increase in the basic rate of 
pay of the miners. The "demands" are 
of the "fringe" varicty. 


The capitalist press, in dealing 
with Lewis! terms, does not want to 
gloat too openly over the advantages 
which he is handing the mine bosses on 
& silvcr platter. Nevertheless, the 
capitalist commentators cannot refrain 
entirely from letting a cat or two out 
of the Dag. 


It eppears that Lewis introduced 
an “innovation” into his terms for the 
new soft coal contract. In the rest 
the mine union bureaucrat entangled 
the workers in trvo-year contracts with 
the bosses so that tne scll-out terms 
negotiated bchind the miners! back 
would have olenty of time to take ef~ 
fect and reap profits for the capital- 
ists. The usual union contract runs 
for one year. The two-year clouse in 
Lewis' past contracts has Deon recog- 
nized, at least by the more advanced 
workers, as a reactionary tcuiure in 
itself which was eimed at iving the 
hands of the miners for a fair'y long 
stretch. In his new terms for the soft 
co&@l miners, Lewis has eliminated the 
two-year clause. Was this, perhaps, a 
result of his desire to rid tho work- 
ers of the paralyzing effects of a 
long-term contract in a situation 
where prices risc at a staggering rate? 
Not in the least! Lewis, as the re- 
port in the bourgeois press clearly 
shows, removed the two-year clause to 
satisfy the policy of tho mine bosses 
who want to be free to lover pay rates. 
The story of this characteristic Lewis 
deal is told in the newspaper FM3 


"The first item in the contract 
proposals represented an innovation 


in UMW regotiations. Instead of 

the customary two-year contract, it 

previded that the new agreement 

could be terminated by either party 

on 20 days notice. Only the day be- 
fore two of the operator spokesmen 

had informed nevsmen that the opera- 
tors would oppose the usual two- 

year contract because they wanted 

to be free to re-open wage negotia~ 

tions after the end of the war in 

Europe or in Japan. 

"Aovarently, Lewis had heard from 
the operators direct or had read 
the newspapers; for in explaining 
the new proposal he said he under- 
stood that the operators were 'dis- 
inclined! to make a contract fora 
long period, so they would be free 
to task for a wage reduction.' Ac+ 
cordingly, he added, the UMW made 
its proposal ‘in an intense desire 
to be co-operative, '" (March 2, 
1945, Our emphesis) 


Such is the character of Lewis! 
"fight" for the miners. Either a long- 
term, parelyzing contract to freeze 
the minerst wazes in the face of enor- 
mous price rises; or a short term con 
tract to free the bosses' hand fora 
quick move to reduce woges. But this 
is only the first point of Lewis! new 
terms. 


The miners are in an economic 
category which spends 80 to 90 per 
cent of its total carnings on the bas- 
ic necessities of life. The cost of 
these basic necessities, sccording to 
conservative estimates, has gone up 
from 30 to 40 per cent. For an econo 
mic category spending the overwhelming 


bulk of its income on basic commodi-~- 
ties to face such an increase in the 
cost of living means to be literally 


on the starvation level. To provide 
any kind of adaquate compensation for 
the rise in living costs suffered by 


the miners they would have to wina 
substantial increase in their besic 
rate of pay. But it is preciscly that 


kind of increase which Lewis dclibera-. 
tely eliminated from his "demands." 
leaving the whole mattcr revo.ve 


around "fringe" issues, i,e., side is-— 
sues of the ten-cent store variety.How 


much actual added cash would the 
"fringe" demands put in the miners! 
pocket, assuming they are accepted in 


their original condition? 


spokesmen, as the miners 
and operators prepared to resume 
negotintions today, estimated that 
these increases would amount to pay 
increases. of about $1 a day, but the 


"Lewis 


operators were expected to contend 
that it would be much more." (New 
York Post, March 2, 1945) 

It goes without saying that the 


"fringe" domands which would result con 
cretcly in increasing the net amount 
of the weckly pay: check will be whit- 
tled dovn during the negotiations. In 
other words, at'"best," the miners may 
zet around a dollar a day more in 
their pay envelopes. In light of the 
living conditions of the miners, such 
an>*victory".:is- nothing. .more than-a 
gruesome joke. It is a million miles 
removed from what is required mercly 
to compensate for the miners! increas- 


ed cost of living, to say nothing of 
roising their conditions above the 
misery which existed even before the 


scale of »vrices shot skyward, 


In the eyes of many confused work 
ers Levis is a "critic" of the Roose~ 
velt regime. Even. such relatively ad- 
vanced workers as the adherents of the 
Socialist “orkers Party and the Work 
ers Party..accept from». their leaders 
the story that Lewis at least in re~ 
cent tines has been vutting up a fight 
quite different from that of the Green 
and Murray type of -burcaucrat. Lewis! 
newlouvers in the present soft coal nox 
gotiations completely reveal the false 
ity of his gestures of "criticism" of 
the Roosevelt: regime. The “anti- in 
fimsion policy. of :the» WaligStroet 
geng of rulers is aothing bat a‘canou- 
fioscc of their holding wages down to 
increase the profits of the bosses be» 
yond anytaing the world has cuve:: seen. 
Yet Lowis' climination of & domund for 
an dincreaso in the .bwsic mite om pay 
ie. the» result of divest pande “ava 0 
the intensified exvloitetion disguised 
under the "anti-inflation" fraud. of 
the rulin. class; 


"Lewis! decision not to ask fora 
basic wage increase caught the oper- 
ators as well as labor leaders in 
general by ‘surprise. For months 
the UMW's official publication, the 
United Mine Vorkers Journal, made 
bitter attacks on the Little Steel 
forma: and both within the #vL 
and the CIO it was assumed Lewis 
would lead another fight to smash 
the forma 

“Instead, he prefaced his reading 
of the specific demands with a 
statement that the proposals about 
to be presented were ‘in conformity 
with and not in violation of the 
anti-inflation policy of this Gov- 
ernment.'" (PM, March 2, 1945) 


The underlying policy of every la- 
bor faker comes to the fore most clean 
ly in times of crisis. Lewis now open-: 
ly is showing the treacherous hand whim 
he had been concealing behind a cloud 
of "anti-bittle Stcel" demagogy. Lew-: 
is' terms "in conformity with and na 
in violation of the anti-inflation 
policy of this Government" are, of 
course, not merely a negative, absten- 
tionist fcature; they are a positive 
and vory important support to the Wall 
Street magnates, 


The "“demond" for a ten cent per 
ton royalty to be paid to the UMW is 
entircly one of those football issues 
which bureaucrats kick about to hidd 
the really essential goings-on behind 
the scenes. Let it be said immediate- 
ly that if anything should actually be 
obtnined from the bosses in the way of 
& royalty payment to the union"to pro- 
vide for its members modern medical 
and surgical service, hospitalization, 
insurence, rehabilitation and economic 
protection," as Lewis grandiloquently 
put it, the money will be a fund for 
the bureaucrats. The -sonly “tindhoos 
"protection" that the Lewis gang knows 


about is of the brass-knuckle variety 
and the only "rehabilitation" they 
ever set afoot is that of the brolxon 


heads of the rank-and-filors who pro- 
testod Livis' geangsterism and doubdle- 
Qduaoling. It is not “ruled out that the 
mince bosses will be willing to pay 
Lewis and Company a little tribute, 
though the ten cents per ton he "de~ 
mands" sounds a bit fantastic. Actual 
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ly,people close to the dickerings dis— 
count the royalty "demand" entirely, 
placing it unequivocally in the cate~ 
gory of a talking point: 


"But persons familiar with the 
labor situation here [Washington] 
believe that Lewis does not serious- 
ly expect to get this tuge fund 
which he said would be used for med- 
ical service,insurance, hospitali- 
zation and economic protection of 
the miners." (New York Post, March 
2, 1945) 


The whole thing is a "tactic," accord- 
ing to these sources? 


"Lewis, it is believed would 
quickly drop this demand if the op- 
erators agreed to his proposal for 
fringe wage increases." (Ibid.) 


From any angle, the royalty rumpus is 
entirely a side issue. 


In connection with the new crisis 
in the mine fields, we call the read- 
er's attention to some important back- 
ground material vital for an under- 
standing of the last few yoars which 
have clearly shown symptoms of an in~ 
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MORE ON THE CANMONITUS AND HOMER MARTIN 


Cipient, profoundly important revolt 
of the American miners against the 
treacherous leaders of their union, 
Most significant in this respect is an 
understanding of the real story of Lew- 
is and his "Marxist" assistants in the 
crisis of 1943. The article entitled 
"The Betrayal of the Miners" in the 
September 1943 issue of THE BULLETIN 
contains an expose of Lewis! sell-out 
of the strike launched by the miners 
over the head of their leadership. 
Though naturally at that time no one 
could foretell the "demands" Lewis 
would put forth two years later, his 
role is forecast in our September 1943 
article with scientific precision and 
in sharp contradistinetion to the Can— 
nonite and Shachtmanite leadership who 
wore acting as a "Left" cover for Lewe 
is* betrayal of the mine strike, In 
the present issue of THE BULLETIN the 
article "Class Collaboration From the 
'Left'" gives amore extended treate 
ment of this highly important trade 
union issue. Each stage of the labor 
fakers' machinations must be related 
to their career as a whole for a com~ 
plete understanding of their function 
&s betrayers of the toilers. 
Jeo Ueets 
March 4, 1945 
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Class-Collaboration on the "Left" 


HE Cannonite and Shachtmanite 
eaders picture their trade 

union line as a concrete indication of 
what they term their struggle for the 
interests of the workers. The pages 
of The Militant and Labor Action 
to an enormous extent are concerned 
with the trade union field. Trotsky 
ite reporters are sent to union conven- 
tions and their reports of the sessions 
and convention resolutions always merit 
headline news in the Trotskyite press. 
The emphasis on trade union activity 
in the press is the reflection of the 
line which is urged upon the Trotsky-— 
ite workcrs. What is the bharacter of 
this Trotskyite trade union work? What 
constitutes the guiding line for this 
activity? The Trotskyites of both 
wings are a relatively tiny force in 
the unions. In so far as conducting 
union activity of their own is concern 
ed their work is necessarily very lim 
ited because of the oxtremo meagerness 
of their forces. Inevitably, there~ 
fore, a predominant portion of the 
Trotskyite trade union line and its 
rotlected. activitysis: in relation to 
tho big figures in the unions who do 
command mijor forces. An outstanding 
trade union figure who for many years 
has formed 9 pivotal point in tho Trot- 
skyite trade union line is John L.Lew- 
is, particularly from the time of tho 
formation of the CIO. No wunderstand- 
ing of the Trotskyite union activity 
can be adequately or correctly formed 
unless their policy toward Lewis is 
thoroughly known and examined. This 
is only one aspect of the problem bat 
it is a major one and doserves & 
tnorough study in itself.Tho ovolution 
of the fTrotskyite policy on Lewis is 
organically linked to their trade un+ 
ion policy as a whole. The one cannot 
bo comprehended without tho other. 


The Trotskyites and tho Formation 
of the CIO 


Ha years 1983-34 rvitnessed the 
American workers engaging in a 

mavo of strikes which swopt across the 
United Statos, a reflection of a ney 


spirit of struggle which began to per- 
meate the ranks of the workers. At 


first they naturally looked for lead- 
ership toward the AFL. But the AFL 
leaders attempted to stem the upsurge 


of strikes by a series of sell-outs 
and crooked deals with the bosses and 
thoir government stooges. As a result, 
a wave of dissatisfaction began to 
manifest itsolf amongst the masses a- 
gainst the AFL and its leadership. The 
spectre of the organization of the 
militant-minded workers in a new union 
movement began to haunt the more alort 
AFL bureaucrats. They feared the con-— 
scquonces of such a new union movement 
which would necessarily have to tako 
shapo and grow agninst the AFL and 
would not be subject to its restrain-— 
ing influence. These AFL bureaucrats, 
moro astute in this respect than some 
of their colloagucs, saw the necessity 
to take control of this new movoment, 
head it off, and keep it in the chan- 
nels of class-collaborationism Thus, 
an ‘industrial union" bloc was formed 
by a section of the AFL leadership led 
by Lovis, Howard, Gorman, Hillman, and 
Dubinsk,, 


Durjng the period of the formation 
of this bloc which began to trke form 
at theo 1934 San Francisco convention 
of the AFL, the Trotsky leaders did 


not hesitate to show, and quite cor- 
roctly, that the Lewis-led "industrial 
union" bloc was a fraud designed to 
head off and betray the new militant 


movement of the American workers: 


"So far then from being progress- 
ive, the Lewis-Hillman outfit is to 
be more feared by progressives and 
militants today than ths other elce- 
ments of the A. F. of L. leadership. 
The old-timors cannot possibly 
handlo the situation any loner, 
Their bungling attempts are bound 
to play into the hands of the mili- 
tants. Lowis, Hillman andCompanay 
aro tho Bonts,, Of ‘the: Ccayieales 6 
class who might bo able to faston a 
Class collaboration trade unionism 
On tho masses generally and espe. 
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cially the membership of the new 
unions, for a period. That John Le 
Lewis in the face of his atrocious 


record in his own union and his 

present philosophy should today be 

thought of by many honest workers 

as a progressive and as the hope of 

the ~orkers inthe developing crisis 

is indecd ominous." (The New Inter- 
national, October 1935, p. 184) 


The Trotskyite lino on the whole 
Lewis-led movement was clear and un- 
Oquivocal; 


"Once again we say to the pro- 
eressives throughout the tride un 
ion movement: Expose the fake pro- 
gressivism and ‘industrial unionism! 
of Lewis and Company." (Now Mjli- 
tant, October 1935, p. 4) 


At the Octobor 1935 convontion, 
Lovis openly shoved that ho was hoad- 
ing for an organizational separation 


from the Groon-Woll gang. ‘tho Now 
Militant, then the organ of Cannon and 
Shachtman, analyzed this convention 
and issued a watchword; "Put no trust 
in Lowis and Coe is tho Slogan." (0Oc- 
tobor 26, -1935, p. 1) 


In the course of that articlo, the 
Lowis—Hillmqan odloc was again analyzed 
as a burenucratic and cliss-collabora-— 
tionist maneuver, designed to exploit 
tee militant spirit “ofthe leftvard 
moving vrorkers and betray thom. There. 
fore, it wns logically concluded that 
tho Lowis bloc was even more dangorous 
than Green becruse of its false pro- 
gressive msk; 


conservative forces in 

today are the Lovise 
Hillman forces, the mord dangerous 
beenuse they masquerade as pro- 
eressive and up to-date." (Ibid. , 
p. 3) 


iio, the 
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Onc of the most rovealing state-— 
ments 1bout the Lewis-Hillman ovloc and 
its motivations was mado at ths AFL 
convention in October 1935 where the 
"Split" botvoon the Lewis clique and 
Greon occurred, Howard. unc of the 
main supporters of Lewis,mad.s a specch 
to his buroaucratic collcaguss in the 
AFL lendership nnd pointed out what 
was really in the minds of tho Lewis 


Zane The key point in this speech 
Was published by the New Militant. 
Howard spoke as follows; 


"'Now, let me say to you that the 
workers of this country are going 
to organize, and if they are not 
permitted to organize under the ban- 
ner of the American Federation of 
Labor they are going to organize un- 
der some other lveadership or they 
are going to organize “ithout lead- 
ership. And if cither of those con- 
ditions shovld oventuate, I submit 
to you that it would be a far more 
scrious problom for our government, 
for “the people of this country and 
for tho American Federation of Labor 
itself than if our organization pol- 
icics should be so molded thant we 
can organize them and bring them un- 
der the leadership of this organiza- 
tion. *" (November GO, 1935, p. 5) 


This brazon statement clearly in- 
dicates what the trado union agents of 
American imperialism havo in their 


mind when they scurry around organiz- 
ing unions. It is one of the great 
misfortunes of the American vorking 


class that these people have been pble 

to seize the leading positions in the 

union movement with the result that 

when an upsurge of the vorkers occurs, 

it becomes chained to Wall Street 

through this leadership. Unless this 

leadership is unmasked and ousted from 
the unions, the strivings of the Amer- 

ican workers will continue to be per- 

verted in tho interosts of the capital- 
ist magnates. 


For a _ time Cannon and Shachtman 
seomed to have the intention of expose 
ing the treachorous Lewis and his pole 


icics. They vrcto about his essontial 
etrike—bivaking .xrcle and used this as 
a point of cxriticism against the so- 


called Militints in the Socialist Party 
who wore giving “critical” support to 
Lewis; 


"The ‘Militant! program fails e- 
von to mention cns of the most sig- 
nificiiut tendsncies of the present 
rovime: ite ottemat to tie the trade 
union moveinsnt up with the capita:— 
ist? govuramens, ~ Dy way of Doards, 
laws, ctc,, dosigned in tho loug 
run to emasculate tho unions, to ro- 


~ 18 


strict the right to strike, and 
thus to undermine the workers! pow- 
er of resistance. This policy is 
strongly nourished by the degener- 
ate leadership of the AoF.L.e inslud- 
ing the Lewises, Hillmns, Dyin 
skys, whom the 'Militants' support. 
Lewis and Hillman, in fnct, are ¢- 
ven closer to the goverament than 
are Green and Woll." (New Militant, 
October 12,1935, p..¢. Emphasis 
in original.) 


Professing to countecrpose this 
line to the Stnrlinists, the Trotsky 
leaders promised to build 4 Left Wing 
in the AFL agninst both the Lewis and 
Green forces: 


"Let this serve as another warn- 
ing thxit the Levis~Hillman-—Dubinsky 
group in the A.F.of Le are not pro- 
gressives and cannot be counted on 
to support progrossive causcs and 
groups. The left wing must be built 
agiinst them, not as the Stalinists 


seck to do, by the favor of these 
bureaucrats." (Now Militant, Sep~ 


tomber 28, 1935, Editorial prge) 


How little the anti-Levis noise 
of Cannon and Shachtman was scriously 
intended was shown by the fact that 
soon after the "brenk" betreon Levis 
and Grecn actually materialized at the 
AEL convention of Oct. 1945, the Trot- 
sky lenders suddenly made a 180 degree 
turn anda began to whoop it up for the 
Lewis machine while they surreptitiouse 
ly buriod: their previous lines. The talk 
about building a genuine Left Ting 
gainst the Levis bloc, which only yese 
terday haa beon decl-red to be aven 
more danscrous than Greon was quietly 
dropped and the yarn that supyvort to 
"the extremely conservative tendency" 
Was nov necessary was laballed a "cur- 
ious fact"! 


"tIt is a curious fact that the im 
terests of the most revolutionary 
and the extremely conservative tone 
dencies coincide to a certain exit. 
Industrial unionism is objuctively 
progressive. Therefore revolution- 
ists must support it regiurdless who 
is at the head of the movement for 
iteoréoaligation.<" (Susyols of. ic 
P. Cannon, Nev Militant, Docembor 
14, 1985) 


Once the Trotsky leaders came out 
for the Lewis bioc in a masked fashion, 
as it were, ‘they immediately began to 
issue proiounc-icoking analyses on how 
the ohjesrive logic of Lewis! position 
would drive his clique to cater to the 
more militant workers; 


"Qn she other hand the loaders in 
the incustrial union bloc will most 
likely find thamselves compelled to 
lean over more upon the workers who 
aru. acicaliv set in motion for in- 
dustriul uaicnism and -wyho also do- 
mand dcemscratic unions with an ag- 
erossive policy of organization." 
(Now Militant, Fobruary 1, 1936, p. 
As) 


To cover the nature of their sup- 
port to Lewis with Marxist sounding 
arguments the Trotsky leaders cven wont 
to tho extent of predicting that Icwis 
would be constrained to become an ad 
vocate of — TRADE UNION DHNOCRACY: 


"In the course of further events 
it is quite likely thnt he (Lovis - 
A.B.J will be compelled to becomo 
one of the outstanding champions of 
trade union democracy. If so, AND 
THIS IS YO BE EXPECTED, it vill a- 
rise out of the logic of his present 
position and not becnuse of any 
principled adhsronce to the idea of 
trade union democracy." (Nev Mili- 
tant, Novembor 30, 1935, p. 4. My 
capitals — A.B.) 


In connection with the Trotsky 
fablo that Lowis would be compelled to 
fight for trndo union democracy it is 
amusing to note what they had to say 
on this subject in 1938 ~hoen the CIO 
had alrondy bocome a distinct and sop- 
arate organization: 


"Tho bureaucratic manrgoment of 
the now C.I.Q. unions is notorious. 
The Levis—Hillman-—Murrayv Clique, a- 
ware of the danger to their loader~ 
ship and poiicies represented by the 
mass unionization of rggressive un 
skillcit workers in the large scale 
indust.ies go.ught to paralyze rank. 
and. fale emtrol in advance by estcb 
lishing a burvauerntic guardianship 
over all tho unions they organized. 
Neither the leadership nor the pole 
icios wero voted by the union mem~ 


bership. No regular organization 
has been set up in most cases. Of- 
ficials are appointed in tho worst 
traditions of the United Mine Work 
ers of America." 
Fobruary 12, 1938, p. 2) 


Obviously, the talk that Lowis 
would be forced to become an advocate 
of trade union democracy was just so 
much dust thrown into tho oyes of the 
Trotskyite workers designed to got them 
to consider their support of Lewis as 
progressive and in the interest of the 
workorsSe , 


The key argumont which the Trote 
sky loaders advanced as a basis for 
their switch to Lewis was that indus-~ 


trial unionism was objectively progres- 


sive, as well as the organization of 
the unorganized workers into trade un. 
ions, and in so far as tho Lowis load 
ership pursued these functions it was 
"progressive" and merited support: 


"Nevertheless, the presont situa+ 


tion is -clear to militant and to 
revolutionary workers in the trade 
unions. Around the issues that 


stand out today — an aggressive 


policy of organization and industri- 


al unionism ~ they must make com 
mon cause and a common ‘struggle with 
the Lewis! 'progressivo! bloc." (New 
Malitant, November 30, 1935, p. 5) 


The playing down of the question 
of the leadership 
factor — is the fraud which the Trote 
sky leaders practiced in swinging sup~ 
port to the utterly putrid and corrupt 
Lewis gange <A trade union can not be 
discussed and analyzed seaprate and a- 
part from the character and policies 
of its leadership. Lowis and Greon 
organize only reactionary, class-col- 
laborationist unions. This policy is 


against the fundametnal interests of 
the workers. Only when the unions are 
cleansed. of the counter-rovolutionary 


leadership and broken avay from cavi- 
taliem can they become progressive and 
function in the interests of the toil- 
OrSe Soviets, for example, on an ene 
tirely different plane thay the trade 
unions, aro the historical form of 
workers! ruloe Yet oven in rogard to 
this workers! structure, history has 
shown that Sovietscan be countor-—rev- 


(Socialist Appeal, 
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Olutionary and function in the inter- 
ests of the capitalists if the all-—es- 
sential feature — the leadership —is 


in the hands of opportunists, Such 
was the case with the Menshevik-led 
Soviets jin Russia, such was the case 
with the Soviets which fell into the 
hands of the German Social Democracy 
in 1919, such was the case with the 


Stalinist-organized Soviets in China. 
Today, in the Soviet Union the Soviets 
are counter-revolutionary because of 
their leadership. 


The Marxist position is — expose 
and cast out the countor-revolutionary 
leadership which ultimately brings a- 
bout the destruction of all workerd or- 
ganizations through its political sup- 
port to the bourgeoisie. The Trotsky 
leaders pursue an opposite policy. 
They play up the FORM, such as trade 
unions, and argue that whoever organ— 
izos workers into such forms is object— 
ively performing 4 progressive act and 
should be supported. This is the swine 
dle which they palm off as a Marxist 
analysis and which they utiliaa: to: prop 
up the labor fxrkers. When opportunists 
organize "progressive" organizations 
they do this precisely for the purposes 
of acquiring a "progressive" mask so 
as to bolster their leadership in the 
eyes of tho workers whom they mean to 
betray. This false-face of "progres- 
sivism" must be oxposed and combatted. 


The Trotsky line on the question 
of the evolution of the CIO was dovel- 
Oped in a fraudulent mannor. First, 
Cannon and Shachtman opposed any break 
from the AFL structure, castigated the 
Lewis "progressive" bloc as a fraud, 
warned the workers that Lewis and his 
tendency represcnteod an oven greater 
dnngor than tho Groen gnng, and told 
the workers that they vould work for a 
"left Wing" against Lowis as woll as 
Green. Then thoy buried their previous 
line, told the 7vorkers that Lewis was 
furthering a progressive cause after 
all, that he should therefore be sup~ 
ported, and predicted that because of 
his “objoctivoly progressive" position 
hoe woulc be compelled to become an 
“outstanding champion of trade union 
domocracy." 


What is tho explanation for this 
sudden Trotskyite switch on Lewis. The 
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answer is to be found in the develop- 

ment of the Stalinist line. In the 

leftist "Third Periad" phase, the Stal- 

inists applied their line in the union 

sphere in the form of dual unions. The 

formation and activity of these dual 

unions were accompanied by a fierce 

verbal war against tho AFL leadership. 

Specifically in the mine fields, the 

Stalinists formed a National Miners Un- 
ion against tho Lewis-controlled United 

Mine Workers. For a period of years 

the Stalinists poured 4 stoady stream 

of vitupcration against Lowis and his 

machine who fought to eliminate the 

Stalinists and thoir union from the 

conl ficlds. The years 1963-34 famed 
the transition from the Loftist "Third 

Period" to the Rightist "Popular Front! 

line lof the Stalintern.* In tho* United 

States, this transition prococded much 

slower than in the rost of the world. 

Lovwis! swing to the industrial union 

maneuver of 19485 found the Stalinists 

in this country with many "Third Peri- 

od" features still retained in their 

trade union activities. Especially at 

tho start of Lewis! manouvor, the Stal 

inists vore still keeping up thoir vor- 
bal barrage agninst Lowis. Thus, ina 

Btntement issued a littlo prior to tho 

Seventh Congross of the "Comintorn," 

the Browder gang condemned the whole 

idea of the Lowis "“indudtrial union!" 

and "progrossive" bloc as simply snoth- 
er method for holding the workers in 

check: 


Nthe® ‘crisis! vithin thera. Fs of h. 
Executive Council,is,of course, not 
Over policies for and agninst the 
workers. Reflecting tho differencos 
in the camp of tho bourgeoisie ite 
selr, heso labor lieutenants of 
cnpitalism are fighting over ques-— 
tions ns how best to check and cone 
trol the rank and file, how to pre~ 
vent strikes,how to keep the masses 
chained to the policies of clas 
collaboration. Moreover, people 
like John L. Lewis fonr that the old 
craft union policies, applied to 
such industries as auto, rubber and 
stcel, may woll load to the formy. 
tion of mass industrial unions out- 
Sido tho <A-F. of Ls Furthermore, 
Lowis belioves that through stronaz- 
ly centralized, national industrial 
unions, led by peoplo like himsolf, 
ho can convinco the employers that 


ganization 


AFL 
Lewis-—Greon 
attompted to uxplain avay the now gig- 


he can offer the best guarantees a- 
gainst strikes through such model 
anti-strike agreements as he signed 
in the name of the coal miners." 
(Communist International, June 1935, 
p. 487) 


The conclusion was that the strug- 
gle for a new union movement had to be 
directed against both the Green and 
Lewis gangs; 


"It is clear that the fight for 
militant industrial class trade un- 
ions is the fight of the masses and 
will bo won, not only in the strug. 
gle agninst the Groons and the Wolls, 
but against the Levwises and Berrys 


as well." (Tbid.) 
Hovever, at the Seventh Congress 


of the C.I., hoid in July-August 1935, 
the remnants of the ultra-loft swing 


were complotely buried and the Rightist 


zigzag was sharply accelerxrtede At 


this Congress, Social Democracy was 
fraudulently ro-ovalvated as an oppo- 
nent of fascism vith #Whom blocs were 


therefore to be made. In the trado un- 
ion sphere the American Stnlinist dual 
union policy of the Leftist period was 
dropped and a line of blocs vith reace 
tionary trade union fakers was substi- 
tuted. Following the Seventh Congress 
tho American Stalinists immediatoly 
Gitchod thoir old line against Lewis 
and enlled for support to this putrid 
labor swindler who they now stated vas 


performing a progrossive role. 


The Stalinist bureaucrats insis t+ 
ed, of course, that it wasn't Lowis as 
such whom they wore supporting but the 
iden of industrial unionism and the or- 
of tho unorganized workers 
into trade unions. In so far as Lewis 
porformed theso"progressive" functions, 
stated the Sinlinists,they would ren- 
der support to him. Roforring to the 
lino of tho Stalinist delegates at the 
convontion in Oct. 1935 when the 
"ODroak" occurred, Stachel 


zag to the support of Lewis: 


"Tho attitude of the Communists 
and thoir sympathizers, who consti- 
tuted a bloc cf some 40 or 50 dela. 
gates, toward the Lowis forces was 
one of aidiny them in ovory way as 


far as they made & genume fight for 

industrial unionism ead other prow 

gressive measures, as, for example, 

the National Civic Federation reso-— 

lution. Bearing in mind the past 

record of Lewis, they judged him on 

the basis of every proposal he made, 
re-evaluating their stand towards 

him not so much because they believ- 
ed that he had basically changed his 

whole position but because the whole 

development in the country, in the 

trade union movement and tho prob. 

lems faced by tho U.M.W.A. havo 

placed him in a new objective role 

at the present moment." ("4g New 

Page for American Labor," Tho ‘Commu- 

nist, November 1935, ps. 1031) 


This was the old opportunist line 
of "critical support." As a mattor of 
fact when they indiented tho political 
charactor of the "industrial union 
bloc," the Stalinist bureaucrats evon 
hedged on the idea of labelling tho 
Lewis bloc as a "progressive" bloc; 


"The progressive bloc, if we 
should call it such, or the indus- 
trial union bloc consisted of a vau 
ricty of groupings — from supoorte 
ers of Roosevelt to Communists." 
(Ibid., pe 1030) 


Thus wo seo the origin of tho 
Trotskyite line and the explanatimfor 
its flip-flop into the Lewis camp. 
When the Stalin crew yolled blood and 


thunder agninst Lewis and exposed his 
"progressive" bloc as a swindlo, the 
Trotskyite leaders followed suit and 


ochoed the Stalinist line against Lew 
ise When the Browders hypocritically 
declarcd that a common struggle must 
be waged against both Greon and Lewis, 
the Cannons went them one better and 
declared thant Lewis was evon more dan- 
gorous than Green. When the nov Right- 
ist gospol of the Seventh Congress 
vas applicd in the trade unions, tho 
Stalinists doubled back on their tracks, 
announced support to Lewis, and defend-~ 
od it on tho grounds that Levis was 
struggling for: an objectivoly "progres- 
sive" cause. The Trotsky leaders duti- 
fully followed, repeating essentially 
the same line of argumentation to cover 
their hurried switch into the Lowis 
camp after the Strlinists had led tho 
WAY Lewis should bo supported be- 


Cause the issue he was promoting was 

progressive, declared the Stalinists- 

Again going the Stalinists one better, 

the Trotsky leaders not only affirmed 

this argument but predicted that Lewis 

would even become a proponent of trade 

union democracy! Such was the Trotskv- 
ite trade union line in the early peri- 
od of the CIO! 


The Trotskyites in the Socialist Party 


I» June 1936 the Cannon-—Shachtman 
leadership applied the Amcri. 


can version of tho "Freneh Turn" = and 
entered the party of Norman - Thomas, 
Prior to this movo, the Trotsky 


leadership had beon repeating the 
phrases of Rosa Luxembourg and Lenin a- 
bout the irretrievably bankrupt charac- 
ter of tho Social Democrncy, "the 
stinking corpse." The 19% Detroit 
convention of the Socialist Party had 
beon charactcrized by Cannon—Shachtman 
as 'a miserable affair" where tho Old 
Guard omerged victorious. In June 1936 
when the Trotsky leaders urged entry 
into the SsP. they "ro-evaluated" the 
Socialist Party, playod up the Detroit 
convention as a break from tne clasate. 
cal Social—Domocratic line, and claim. 
ed that it showed that the American 
Socialists did not intend to ropeat 
the crimos of their political brothers 
in Europe who helped clenr the way for 
fascism. Cannon-Shachtman then declar- 
od that tho S.P. could be "rovolution- 
ized" which they forthwith promisod to 
accomplish. 


Tho Social Democratic lino on Lew- 
is was at least consistent. As the 
Trotsky writers correctly pointed out 
wien they wero condemning the Lewis 
crowd, the Socialists had the treach- 
erous policy of playing up Lewis as the 
leador of a struggle which was in the 
interests of the vorkers. Interesting 
ly enough, the Social Democrats also 
screenod their support to Lewis behind 
a facade of qualifying and critical 
phrases; 


prepared to follow 
blindiy the activitics of Lewis, 
Hillman, Dubinsky, otc. Cortainly 
we are not going to partake in their 
political advontures. To the extent 


"Wo are not 


Oke 


that their campaign is for industri- 
al unionism, to the extent that they 
intend to organize the thousands of 
unorganized whose only salvation 
lies in the organization of indus- 
trial unions, to that extent we must 
be. with them shoulder to shoulder, 
and perhaps by so doing we may in- 
flucace tha cummittces! work suffi- 
cicntly vQ avoid any mistakes which 
might prova fatal." (American So- 


cialist Muntaly, April 1936, p. 17) 


This wag the same stuff that was 
dished out by the Stalinists and by 
the Tratsky leaders when they hooked 
their faqllowers onto the Lovis machine. 
When the Trotsky leaders announced sup- 
port tq Lowis, Cannon commented on the 
coinciding of the Lewis line with the 
Trotsky |jne as a “curious fact." That 
the line of the Social-Democrats, the 
Stalinists,and the Trotskyites on Lew- 
is coincided was not at all a curiousi- 
ty but a basic, significant political 
facte 


The Trotskyite hibernation in tho 
Socialist Party signified support to 
Lowis during this period. Because the 
lino of the Socialist Party was to sup- 
port Levis, the Trotsky line in the 
trade unions to gain recruits for tho 
Socialist Party concrotely meant ate 
taching the workers to Lowis through 
the agency of the Socialist Party. 


me eee ee 


Party and Its Stand on Lewis 


\af sa the Trotsky lenders resumed 
' an independent organizational 
existence in the form of the Socialist 
Workers Party, tho lino of supvort to 
Lewis continued for 4 brief timo. In 
their voyry. first documont tho Trotsky 
leaders reiterated their past stand in 
supportin,; the Lewis bloc and defended 
it as correct: 


"Tho formation of the 0.1.0., its 
fight ngainst the Gyoen-Woll-Frey 
machine, its decisivo plunge into 
the ork of organizing the masses of 
tho unskilled in the koy industrios, 
were progressive steps and more than 
warranted the active suprort given 
by the revolutionists to the C.1.0. 
as tne progressive section of the 
Labor movement." (First Convention 


Resolution, Socislist Appeal, Jan- 


ary 8," bane Peo) 


Accordiugiy, Gannon-Shachtman approv- 
ingly qtvoved 2 Tovestoneite esting tim 
which thrayv a toucue’) to Lewis for his 
"lead" in the industrial union move. 
ment? 


"John L,Lewis deserves credit for 
promoting industrial unionism as Co 


I.Ce chairman, as Stolberg pointed 
out."  (Soctalist Appeal, February 


5, 1938, p. 3) 


The true story which Cannon- 
Shachtman now concealed was that Levis 
organized the CIO to gain control or a 
developing movement tending towards ia- 
dependonce from the AFL and the bosses 
whom it served. Diverting this move. 
ment in the "safc" channels of class -- 
collaborationism, Lowis strangled the 
incipient independence of the industri- 
al union development. Tho fundamental 
strike-broaking role of the Lewis ma- 
chine was known to Cannon and thachtman 
as they indicated on virious occasions, 
when they clcaked their sup»vort to Lew- 
is with "criticism": 


"Tho C.I.0. bureaucrats aro just 
as quick to mako any kind of shady 
deal with the bosses or the govern 
ment boards as are the A.Feof Le bu- 
reaucrats." (Socialist Appeal, Oc«#.. 
tobor 16, 1937, p. 8) 


And the bureaucratic stranglehold 
which the Lewis gang hold over the 
workors in tne CIO Was also common 
knowledge and mentioned as a matter of 
course by the Trotsky leaders; 


"The power and authority of the 
solf~constitutod committee could 
well be onviod by the most hardened 
A.F.of Le bureaucrat. It appointed 
and discharged organizors and ro- 
gional directors at will and hold 


sevoral of the newly-orgnnized un- 
ions in leading stringse Some of 
them are still under ‘provisional 


government! as this mothod was once 
politely called in tho miners! un- 
ion." (Socialist Appeal, April 30, 
1938, p. 4) 


John Le Lowis with his henchmen 
and allios, thon,placed himsolf at the 


head of a new union movement so as to 
behead it, which he did. He paralyzed 
the forward independent movement of the 
workers in the mass production indus~ 


tries and set up a ruthless bureaucrat- 


ic machine to prevent and suppress any 
rank and file desires for struggle a- 
gainst the bossese Only hardened op- 
portunists can twist these facts around 
and induce the workers to render trin 
bute to Lewise When the Trotsky lead~ 
ers stated that Lewis "deserves credit 
for promoting industrial unionism as 
C.I.0. chairman" thoy were merely ro- 
poating the samo decoait that tho So. 
cial Democrats used. Tho Socialist 
Party line was as follows; 


"Morcover, wo should take an ac- 


tive part in tho work of the Commit- 


teo on Industrial Organization, 
carocfully avoiding any blankot en. 
dorgemoat. of 
CIO under its present leadership 
may continue to do good work and we 
hope it does; but,on tho other hand 
it may not,and socialists must cone 
tinuo +o be on guard."  (Amorican 
Socialist Monthly, Juno 1936, pe. 9,» 
My emphasis - A. B.) 


This "on the one hand,on the othe 
er hand" businoss is the 'tritical sup- 
port" by which the opportunist swind~ 
lors camouflage their propping up of 
reactionary leaderse Evory opportunist 
indulges in those "critical support" 


antics toward his brothor opportunistse 


Admiration for the "good work" of 
Lewis stemmed from another treacherous 
sourco. Speaking of an "advanco" of 
the American vorkers, the treacherous 
Comintern burogucrats sang the praises 
of the Lewis gang for "facilitating" 
this so-callod advance; 


YOn the one hand, the C.1I.0. load- 


ors, progressively minded, put them- 
selves at the hoad of the awakoning* 


gorkors and did »-groat deal to fa» 


cilitato thoir advanco." (Wm. Ze 
Fostcr, Tho Communist, August 


1938, p. 697) 


Thus, Fostor, Thomas, Lovestone, 
and Cannon-Shachtman all united on the 
note of paying homage to tho strike- 
broaker Lewise All of these leaders 
united in concealing Lowis! reaction- 


the C10, becauss the 


ay 


ary role by identifying him in sore 
Way with the interests of the working 
class. All united in this swindle 
which palmed off a labor agent of ths 
bosses as having accomplished some. 
thing that advanced the interests of 
the American workers. 


The Trotsky Swing To Opposition 


to Lewis 


[x the years 1938-40 the Trotsky 
- ine of critical support to 
Lewis began subtly to change with more 
and more emphasis on the criticism and 


less on tho support until for a time 
the idea of support was completely 
dropped. There were many factors in 


the situation which dictited a tempe-- 
rary change in lino. The policy of 
open physical annihilation introducal 
by the Moscow trials was translated in- 
to an organized lynch campaign by the 
American Stalinists against the Trot- 
skyitas. Meanwhile, it became pat 
ently obvious that a bloc had boen 
formed in the unions between the Lewis 
machine and the Browder gang. In pay= 
mont for Browder's support, Levis ap- 
pointod Harry Bridges CIO director for 
the west coast giving tho Browder gang 
@ freo hand for tho whole arcae In 
this sector the main area of Trotskyite 
influence centered in the Sailors Un- 
ion of the Pacific (S.U.P.) affiliated 
to the AFL and led by Harry Lundebeorg. 
The Lewis appointment of Bridges sym. 
bolizod an offort to wreck the S.U.P., 
which was immediatcly attemptcd by 
Bridges, accompanied by the usual Stal- 
inist mothods of physical violence, 
scabbing on tho S.U.P., otce 


In Minneapolis, wherso most of the 
Trotsky strongth in tho unions was con- 
centrated, the Strlinists in the name 
of the CIO and with the connivance of 
Lewis attompted an organization drive 
and succossfully swung tho Machinist 
unions to the CIO. Since the Trotsky 
strength in Minneapolis was in the AFI 
breaking up the AFL and fostering the 
CIO meant the dostruction of whatever 
influence the Trotaky leadors possessed 
theree Wherever the United Front bo~ 
tween Lowis and the Stalinists manifest- 
ed itself it constituted a threat to 
the Trotsky forces in the unions and 
tho Trotsky leaders accordingly re- 
sponded with ovor bncrensing castiga- 


~ Oee 


tion of the Lewis-Stalinist bloc. 


During the latter part of 1939 
and throughout 1940 a peculiar series 
of circumstances intervened to alter 
somewhat the relationship of forces in 
the CIO. Sidney Hillman got the 
inside track with the Roosevelt 
political machine and won the post as 
“labor representative" in tho govern- 
ment, a post which Lewis felt rightly 
belonged to him. Lewis immediately 


"oroke" with Roosevelt and started a 
clique fight against Hillman in the 
CIO. 

During the early stages of this 


bureaucratic gang warfare the Trotsky 
leaders oxplicitly agroed that both 
sides wero waging a clique fight and 
that tho idea that there were any prin- 
cipled difforences botwoen thom was a 
Stalinist invention; 


"For —to get down to cases —the 
fight betwoon Hillman and Levis is 
nothing but a clique fight. Hill-~ 
man is undoubtedly trying to push 
Lewis out of the loadership of the 
CIO; Levis is retaliating in kind. 
But principled issues? Where are 
they? Tho Stalinists try to invent 
some." (Socialist Appoal, September 
28, 1940. Editorial page) 


Tho Trotskyites Mako a Discovery 


iE the summer of 1941 the Lewis 
Hillman clique fight continucd 
but external evonts intervened to 
change the line-up of forces. 
Tho imperialist-plannedi invasion of the 
Sovict Union opened in June 1941. Stal- 
in and the "democracios" told the mase 
ses that there was an alliance botveen 
the Sovict Union and the imporialist 
powerse The Stalinist bureaucrats 
rniséd a great clamor in favor of the 
"ATlied" governments. In previous po~ 
riods the “"Comintern'"* Line had beon 
changed from zigzag to aigzag without 
rogards to Stalin's foréign policy and 
sometimes cvon flew in the face of the 
latter (o.g.,the "Third Period" uproar 
kept up in Gormany during Stalin's 
"friendly" rolations. with the imporial- 
ists of tho Weimar Ropublic). For the 
first timo, in June 1941, tho Stalin- 
ist buronucrats switchod tho "Comin- 
torn" line for tho oxplicit purpose of 


making it directly coincide with Sta 
lin's foreign policy. The Browder 
gang, who only the day before had been 
shouting curses at Roosevelt, now as 
lustily sang his praises, The phoney 
Lewis opposition to Roosevelt no longer 
served the Stalinists and they accord- 
ingly dumped him overboard and switch- 
ed to Hillman. 


Important developments in the sum- 
mer of 1941 were also stirring in tho 
Trotsky movement. Daniel Tobin, vith 
the collaboration of the Roosevelt 
machine, moved to oust the Trotsky 
leaders from the Minneapolis teamsters 
union making a further stay in the Ar 
manifestly impossible for them, Mean: 
while a beckoning finger was tempting 
ly extended by Lewis to the Trotsky 
leaders and their unione For a long 
timo Lowis had been trying to raid the 
AFL in the Construction and Teamsters 
field, as the Trotsky loaders had been 
pointing out for a period of ycars in 
their press. The Trotskyite led union 
looked like a juicy plum to Lowis par- 
ticularly since it would gain him the 
long desired foothold amongst the toam- 
BtoYrse 


The situation called for some del- 
icat® maneuvering on the part of Can- 
non and Co.-. For many years the Cannon 
leadership had campaigned against tho 
CIO incursions in Minneapolis. Fure 
thormors, thoy had boon sharply de- 
nouncing Lewis for conducting an un. 
principlod clique fight against Hill. 
man as we have shown above. Moreover, 
the situation was rendcred even more 
delicate because the Lewis-Hill man 
clique fight at this time vas still 
raging throught the CIO. 


What course did the Cannon lead- 
ership follow? They thomselves bogan 
to invent principlod differences bo. 
tween Lewis and Hillman. The Trotsky 
ites buddenly ‘“dissovorod® that Lewis 
condemned the use of troops to broak 
the striko at the North American Avia- 
tion Plant, that Lowis fought against 
the nnti-labor functions of tho Nation~ 
al Defonse Mediation Board, that Lewis 
resisted shackling the CIO to tho 
Roosevelt war mechine, etc., otce And 
on theso alleged grounds the Cannonites 
declared that ".,.PROGRESSIVE TRADE UN- 
IONISTS MUST SUPPORT LEWIS AGAINST THE 
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HILLMAN=STALINIST BLOC." * (The Mili. 
tant, Sept. 6, 1941, p. 3. My Capitals, 
A.B.) All these inventions of "progres~ 
sive" functions for Lewis were very 
convenient for the Cannon leadership, 
but they required a good deal of "for- 
getting" of what the Trotskyites them 
selves had written about Lewis in cone 
nection with the above-cited instanc- 
68e 


During the previous period when 
the Trotskyites were talking against 
Lewis they had shown that Lewis 
through his agents had sold out the 
strike at the North American Aviation 
Plant (Sec The Mjlitant, Aug. 30,1941, 
p-4), that Lewis had sent his agents, 
Murray and Kennedy, into the National 
Defense Mediation Board and had par- 
ticipated directly in its anti-labor 
functions, (See the Fourth Interna - 
tional, May 1941, p.104) and that Lewe 
is had explicitly endorsed the Roose-~ 
velt war program. (Seo Socialist Ap- 


peal, June 15, 1940, p. 4) In a word, 
when the Trotskyites, as payment to 


Levis for support agrinst Tobin , 
switched to suppert of Lewis, they had 
to keep mum about all they had showm 
previously concerning Lewis! troacher- 
ous role. This unprincipled maneuver 
by Cannon and Compaay is typical of 
their whole activity in the trade un- 
ion movement. For their clique intor- 
ests, the Cannon leadership unhesi- 
tatingly spreads the most poisonous 
decoptions amongst tho workers and at» 
taches them to any reactionary, doub- 
lo-crossing swindler who happons to 
fit into any particular Cannonite man~ 
Ouvore 


When Lewis payed off by provid 
ing the Trotsky leaders with somo 
statoments protesting the F.B.J. and 
Tobin persecutions, the horse trade was 
completed. The Trotskyites paraded 
the Lewis statements to show that thoy 
had the support of an influontial sec- 
tion of the "labor movemont." In re- 
turn, Lewis won Trotskyite support and 
thereby gained a new ally in his 
struggle against Hillman. That the 
Trotskyite leaders understood perfect— 


*For a detniled discussion of this 
point scc "The Cannonites and John Le 
Levis" — THE BULLETIN, Novomber 1941 ) 


a 


ly the deadly meaning of their calling 
for support to Lewis can be proved be~ 
yond the shadow of a doubt. The Trot. 


skyite flip-flop of 1941 toward the 

Lewis camp had an anti-working 
Class significance which can be best 
described by citing their ow words 
from the year before when the future 
horeedeal with Lewis was not yet in 
view; 


"To trust Lewis, to lean on Lewis, 
to expect anything from Lewis, in 
the coming period of war and social 
convulsion, would be to deliver the 
American workers into the hands of 


their enemies." (Socialist Appoal, 
July 6, 1940, p. 4) 


We agree with these words one hun- 
dred por cent. We declared the same 
truths time and again before the work 
ers and never went back on them. With 
Cannon and Co., however, truth occu- 
pies an entiroly different position. 
When it serves his clique purpcsos, 
Cannon will even resort to uttering 
bits of truth, only to discard thom un- 
hesitatingly when his clique maneuvers 
require the use of outright lies. 


Tho Cannonite flip-flop to Lewis 
has some amusing features also. An 
outstanding one is tho Cannonite chid- 
ing of the Social Democrats when the 
lattor wore throwing their support to 
Levis: 


"Its case :oomes down to saying: 
if Hillman is no friend of industri- 
al unionism, neither are Lewis and 
the Stalinists. In that case, logic 
would demand that the Call denounce 
both Lewis and Hillman and cll up~ 
on the CIO workers to mobilize un- 
der a third banner in defense of in- 
dustrial unionism. But these Nor- 
man Thomas Socialists kno only one 
method in trade union 'politics': 
pic’ which one of the big shots 
you'll back." (Socialist Appeal, 
December 14, 1940, p. 2) 


"Pick which ono of the big shots 
you'll back" —a superd description of 
the trado union line of the Cannon 
leadership! 
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The Trotskyites and the Betrayal of 
the Mine Strike in 1943 


N 1943 a severe crisis convulsed 
the coal fields which threat— 
ened to erupt into a strike ofmajor 
proportions. Such a strike would have 
shaken up the authority of the strike 
breaking War Labor Board and would have 
shattered the open no-strike agreement 
concluded between the labor fakers and 
the bosses! government which was and 
still is paralyzing the union workers 
and leaving thom an easy prey to reace 
tion. The conclusion of the mine cri- 
sis found the strike movement strang- 
led by Lewis who prevented a real 
struggle by secret negotiations and 
truces with the bosses and their gov 
ernment agents. As a result of this 
betrayal the exploitation of the miners 
was intensified. The WLB decision 
for a stretch-out in hours was agreedto 
by Lewis in return for a trifling in- 
crease of a few cents an hour which 
didn't even remotely resemble the mod-~ 
est demands made at the beginning of 
the situation on Maréh 16, 1943. 


Hov did Lewis maneuver to achieve 
this betrayal? On March 10 Lewis of~ 
ficially opened negotiations with the 
coal-owners. The bosses rejected the 
demands without much ado in line with 
tho strategy of passing the buck to 
the WLB which works in connivance 
with the capitalists. By the end of 
March it was becoming cloar that tho 
WLB and the operators whom it real- 
ly represented would not accede to any 
demands renlly benoficial to the min-~ 
erse TO stave off a strike which 
would logically follow from such a sit- 
uation, Levis agroed to a "truce" be. 
hind the back of the minors and "ox- 
tended negotiations" for thirty days, 
The incipient strike was thus beheaded 


by Lewis. When this strike-breaking 
agreement terminated, Roosevelt "took 
over the mines" and Lewis responded 


with anothor strike-breaking "truce," 
this time for fifteen days. Tho farce 

of "negotiation" cantinued but still 

no indication was given that any de. 
mands would be granted. At the expire» 
ation of these fifteen days, the ques- 
tion of strike again came to the fore 
and again Lewis responded with another 
striko-broaking "truce" for anothor 


fifteen days. This run-around for the 

rank-and-file miners continued to June 

1 when the May 15 "truce" ended. Nor, 

for the first time the miners actually 

stayed out of work a fow days although 

no strike call was issued by Lewis.Tho 

latter, by this timc, was confrontod 

with a growing rhnk-and-file rebellion 

against his policies. On June 5, with 

the aid of his licutenants he met the 

now situation with yet anothor "truce" 

for another fiftean days. On June 2, 
when this "truce" expired the miners 

again faced the alternative of a fight- 
to-the-finish strike which they desir- 

ed from tho first.eMeanwhile the revolt 

agoinst strike-breakor Lewis began to 

assume large scale proportions, virtue 

ally all the miners walking out. Clear- 
ly, the game of "trucos" was now wash- 

ed up and Lewis had to terminate the 

situation quickly. He did so two days 

later, on June 22, with a return-to- 
work ordore The original demands were 

throw out, the conditions of vork re- 

mained the same, and a four month peri+ 
od(to October 1943) for the definitive 

decision by the WLB was set by Lewise 

We have already mentioned this deci~ 

sion above — a stretch-out in hours 

in return for a miserable hourly in- 

creasoe The final upshot of this situe 

ation was that the authority of the 

bosses! WLB was upheld and strength - 

oned as well as the opon no-strike a- 

greemoente 


Only the strike-breaking policies 
of Lewis mado this stinging defeat of 
the miners possible. His repeated ver 
bal blasts against tho WIB during 
the course of the mine crisis were on 
ly faqe-saving tricks to give the min. 
ers the impression that he was putting 
up a struggle in their intorests. When 
Lewis finally stifled the threatened 
strugglo by dumping the matter into 
the lap of the WIB whose verdict he 
accepted in October 1943, he plainly 
shoyod that his "opposition" to the 
WLB was just a sham to fool the min 
ers into accepting his leadership. 


In this betrayal of the miners 
Lewis found many outside assistants. 
Lewis, romember,was the big-shot pick. 
ed by Cannon in 1941. The Cannon lead 
orship gavo Levis support and concealcd 
his strike-breaking, In their gnme of 


et oon 


playing up Lewis, the frotsky teaders 

could hardly find enough superlatives 

in praise of him. During the mine cri. 
Sis they pictured his leadership as 

follows; 


"Thanks to his agressive and inw 
dependent policies, Lewis has done 
much to rehabilitate his reputation! 
(The Militant, May 15, 1943) 


The double-crossine behavior of 
Lewis, with his cooked-up strike-—break~ 
ing agrecments, concluded with the cap 
italist representatives behind the 
back of tho minors,mt an enthusiastic 
response from the Cannon crew: 


"By his masterly conduct of the 
miners! battle Lewis has won groator 
support from the miners than he has 
ever had during the past twonty 
years." (Tho Mglitant, May 22,1943) 


wore not in the 
of any miners! union, but 
just as surely as if thoy were, they 
helped to sell out the mine strike by 
their whitowash of Levis! troachory. 


The Cannonites 
leadership 
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N august 1940 Shachtman scpara- 
ted organizationally from Can-~ 
Prior to this Shachtman had 
tne leadership of the official 
movement with Cannon and in 
supported and partici- 
the maneuvers with tho 
rotten Lewis machine. When Shachtman 
sct out on his own as the leador of 
the Workers Party he cortinved the same 
trade union policies which he had fole 
lowed in the Socialist Workers Partye 
During the course of the threatoned 
mino struggle which Lewis stranglod in 
1943, Shachtman applicd the same poli-~ 
cy that Cannon was pursuing. He mise 
led the workers under his influonce 
with the story that Lewis! union was 
waging a correct struggle — not only 


none 

shared 
Trotsky 
this capacity 
pated —in alt 


in the interests of the miners, but 
for the ontire American vorking class 
as well; 

"Lewis is the leader of a union 


that is waging a battle for all la- 
bor — and waging it proporly.' 
(Labor Action, May 17, 1943, p. 4) 


The truthful statemdnt would have been: 
Lewis is the leader of a union who is 
selling his 500,000 miners down the 


river. 


After the conclusion of the mine 
crisis the Shachtmanite support to Lew- 
is continued. So far have: the Shacht- 
manite leaders gone in distorting and 
concealing the role of John L. Lewis 
that they pretend that he did not be~ 
have as a Murray or Green would have 
in the mine strikc situation of 1943 ; 


"The Roosevelt government attcmnt- 
ed to break the UMWA because this 
union by its actions was upsedting 
theo wage-freeze apvle cart and in 
fnct repudiating the ‘nors trike 


plodge. Its leader, Lewis, uniike 
Murray, Green and Thomas, did not not 
rush from mine to mine exhortin 

the men to return to work." (Labor 
Action, Oct. 2, 1944, original om 
phasis) 


A more brazen distortion of the 
truth could not be imagined. The first 
time the miners walked out was on June 
5, 1943 aftor months of "truces"® and 
stalling by Lovis. This walkout was 
directed agxinst Lowis and was so treat 
ed by him. von tho capitalist press 
reported this fact and showed that the 
Levris henchmen were going from mine to 
mine in an endeavor to nip the incipi- 
ent strike in the bud. Under tho head- 
line "Lewis Racing Crisis as Rebcllious 
Men Return to Mynos,"the Now York Post 
reported; 


"With fow excoptions, coal miners 
in this area wont back to vork to- 
day — but they returned reluctante 
ly and only aftor UMW officials 
crushed a budding rank-and-file re- 
volt. 

"It was the most sorious crisis 
facod by the United Mjneo Workers Un~- 
ion since the wage controversy 
started, John L. Lewis, himself, 
obviously concerned with the trend, 
vas in constant communication by 
tglephone with local officials, 
while mombors of the policy commit- 
tec rushed from moeting to mecting, 
scoking to stem the rebellion." 
(June 7, 1943) 


Thus, Lewis, contrary to the 
Shachtmanite fable did exhort the 
workers in mino after mine to return 


to worke 
just 
faxer, 


Shachtman's myth constitutes 
so much whitewash for the labor 
Lewis. 


During the mine crisis of 1943 we 
exposed Lewis! strike-breaking role, 
and ture the mask off his "Left" sup- 
por verse Readers have only to look 
back in the pages of THE BULLETIN to 
VGrity tors anesthe written record, to 
conpavc the truthful picture we pre~ 
sonted of Ievis sall out vith the lics 
and vfaitevash spread by the opportune 
ists. (Seco "The Betrayal of the Min- 
ers," TES BULLETIN, Soptember 1943) 


Had the policy prescnted by our 
tendoncy on the mino strike been ac- 
cepted by koy sections of the workers, 
the story or that profoundly signifi-~ 
cant event vould have been told in 
quite different terms, not a story of 
botraynl, but one of the ousting of the 
traitors and the victory of the minors. 
Unfortunately, even the vorkors who 
are relatively well advanced political- 
ly remnined under the domination of op- 
portunist frauds like Cannon and Shactt- 
man and wore mido simply a tail to Lev- 
is and his crimes. The possibility of 
proletarian victorics in the trade un. 
ion field, as in the political, hinges 
On tho rojection of the opportunists by 
the leading sections of the working 
Class and thoir re-unification on a 
Marxist line. 


* * » 


In the Fall of 1944 the Lewis rid 
den United Mine Workors Union held a 
convention, The Shachtmanite organ 
Labor Action, goas to great lenghths to 
picture in sloving, cnthusiastic ian— 
suage the goings-on at those bureau 
craticaily manivulated shindigs. ‘The 
kind of garbnge singled out for spe- 
c7val ‘praisexise vel) eidlustrated in 
what Labou Action picked as the “high - 
ligat" cof this 1944 convention. 

te highlight of the Convention 
was the exchange of telegrams be. 
tweon vhe Interior Department and 
the UMVA. We only have space for 
somo of the best pararaphs from 


of the convention." 
em = 


these roplics 
{October 2, 1944, p- 2. My 
phasis ) 


What wora somo of “the best paragraphs" 
which Labor Action saw fit to quote? 
In the first telegram by the Lewis bue 
reaucrats, one excerpt reads as fol- 
lows: 


"'tyou know, Mr. Secretary of the 
Interior, the ccal miners are doing 
@ joo producing cecal to win the war; 
thoy are iuying bonds, too. We 
hope you vill study the record on 
these facts. With nearly 300,000 
loss men employed in the anthracite 
and theo ‘bituminous industries, we 
will prodzce this yoar nearly 
45,000,000 tons more than was pYro- 
duced in the war year of 1918.'" 
(Ibid, ) 


Thus, the Shachtman léaders cose 
to display the boasts of the Lewis 
crooks about the increased speed-up of 
the miners, their intensified exploita- 
tion, and played up the misguided min- 
ors! pro-capitalist illusions, nurtur- 
ed by none other than the Lewis Due 
reaucrats themselvese 


From the other telegram the 
Shachtmanite leaders exhibit a piece 
of fraudulent domagogy which all bu 
reaucrats seek to instill among the 
naive and uninitiated — i.e., that 
they are» not bureaucrats at all but 
loyal servitors of the rank-and-files 


"'This convention is the supreme 
autnority of the union. We are tho 
employers of John Le Levis and he 
is rosponsive to our orders, !" 
(Ibid. ) 


These oxcerpts, accordin.; to the 
Shachtmanitesg reprosented only th beet 
paragraphs. We can picture vhat was 
contained in tho parts that were not 
quoted. And those "best paragranks. " 
according to the Shachtmanites, high. 
lighted Levis! conventions 


One stumbling %2.0ck which automat- 
ically confronts the Trotsky leaders in 
their lino of hooking their follorors 
to the Lewis gan; is Lovis' open sup 
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port to capitalism, a fact which must 
be explained away to the revolutionary 
workers following Shachtman.e kver 
Since he set out on his "own" Shacht- 
man has followed the original Soci al 
Democratic, Stalinist and Cannonite 
fraud that Lewis was a "progressive"! 
On purely trade union questions but a 
hopeless 


tions.» For example, Labor Action pre~ 
sents Levis as a symbol of courage on 


the trade union question: 


"In Lewis' case, you have a labor 
leader with great imagination and and 
courage on purely trade union ques~ 
tions, who, despite “that, “is a a hope- 


less reactionary ~ politically. Mt 
(July 31, 1944, p. 4. Emphasis in 


original. ) 


The truth is that there is, of 
course, no Chinese Wall separating the 
political Lewis, who servos capitalism 
and the labor faker Lewis who serves 
the bosses in tho trade union sphore. 
But the Shachtman leaders see a source 
of inspiration ("great imagination and 
courage") in Lewis! strike-broaking 
role in the unions, his open boasts a- 


bout the increased speed-up (and there- 


fore the intonsifiod exploitation) of 
the miners, and his proud referencos 
to their bourgeois ideology. 


What is all this talk about Lewis 
being "a labor leader with great imag 


ination and courage on purely trade un- 


ion qusstions®? This is sheer bunk 
aud Shachtman knows it. Here is the 
real Lewis, as described by the Trot- 
skyites themselves — a plain labor 
crook and thiof: 


"His career of tindustrial statos- 


manshiv' began many yoars ago as a 
petty official systematically loot- 
ing the treasury of the Panama, Il- 
linois local unian. Throvgh that 
he learned the first lessons in the 
shady art of buying henchmnen.Jn the 
highest office of the union ho made 
it into a system. He reinforced 
this witn the methods of dicli™orate 
vote-stealing, frame--ups. ard slug- 
ging of opponents." (The Mixitant, 
Fobruary 10, 1934, p. 1) 


In explaining away the Lewis who 


reactionary on political ques- 


is "a hopeless reactionary politically" 
the Shachtmanites have introduced an 
innovation, Gy Avance te oe 
to Ee oo ee ea Us eae: 


enines ne meray ae a me 


promises of the Republican Party? 


"Lewis oviden*ly bvelieves vhat 
the. Republican platform says avou’ 
its opporition to the freezing of 
Wages and its protestations on le, 
bor front trends of the Roosevelt 
government. Tits ost contain irae 
very naive and wo might say non-pol- 
itical manner for the leader of a 
great organization like the Miners 
Union to rendor or withhold politi- 
cal support to oither of the’ tvo 
capitalist partios." (Septembor 
11,1944, “p. 2) 


Shachtman knows perfectly well 
that Lewis made a big fortune out of 
his swindling of tho trade union 7ork 
ers; that Lowis hobnobs with million~ 
aires pals who implicitly trust him ; 
that Levis is the uniquoly skillful or- 
ganizor of the outstanding bureaucrat 
ic gangster machine in the trade union 
movement; that Lowis for docadcs*has 
been ono of the top personal advisers 
to the impcrinlist politicians on ways 
and menns or swindling and exploiting 
the workers; that Lowis is looked upon 
by the imperialist masters as one of 
their chiof tools in keeping the work- 
ors “undor=the Wall Street heel. o This 
master-mind of treachory is whitevash- 
ed by Shachtman as politically naive! 


We recall hov the Social Democrats 
praised the Lewis gang for its "good 
york" in the CIO, how the Stalinists 
pra@ised Lowis! leadership which, they 
said, facilitated an "advance" of cha 
American vorkers. Shachtman is even 
more enthusiastic than the rotten anil 
criminnl Social Democrats and Strlin -- 
ists in his praise of Levis! rolc dure 
ing the formative period of the CIO, 


"JOHN L. LEWIS DID FINS WORK FOR 
THE CIO." (Labor Action, Nov. on, 
1944, p. 2. My capitals - A. B.) 


The strangling bureaucricy at the 
top, the open striko-brenking, the no 
less openly acknowledged class collab- 
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orationism of the CIO leadership— all 
this was what Lewis bequeathed to the 
workers in the CIO. “Fine work" in- 
deed! Nothing could better expose the 
Shachtman role of screening the trade 
union agents of the bosses than this 
particular estimation of Lewis! "work." 


The Outcome of the ortunists' 
[ Trade Unionism 


HE trade unions, historically or~ 
gans” of defense of the workers, have 
been converted into a set of chains 
which render them helpless before the 
assaults of the glass enemy. The mech— 
anism of this transformation is the in- 
ficttvration of a powerfully organized, 
corrupt, treacherous leadership whose 
loyaltics are complctoly attached to 
Wall Stroct. The class collaboration- 
ist unions today are tho chicf strike- 
breaking dovice in America. It can be 
stited without any reservation that if 
it wore not for the parnlyzing influ- 
ence of the class collaborationist 


leadership of tho unions, the United 
States would havo boon swept in the 
list couple of yoars with an all-om- 


bracing wave of militant strikes. The 
question of lendership is paramount . 
Many perfectly honest workers -havo a 


tendency to:rexard the unions with a 
strongly romantic view. "They are or 
ganizations of workers!" This fact is 


the all-in-all in this liminted view 
of the unions. History proves that it 
is preciscly organizations of workers 
which have perpotrated tho groatest 
crimes aginst the toilorse It is one 
ly necessary to cite the Stalinist par- 
ties, the Social Domocratic parties and 
Other opportunist organizations whose 
ranks arc predominantly from tho wage 
working class. In all cnsos, the lead- 
ers engineered the crimes; the ~orking 
class rank-andxfilo wore tho victims. 


In light of this fundamental hise 
torical fact, the enormity of the Can. 
non -—Shacntman type of opportunism in 
the trade union question stands out 
ail the more sharply. Cannon-—Shach te 
man's trade union tactic ig nothing 
more than fishing for a hand-out from 
some of the biz shets. This tactic is 
concretized in light of tho momentary 
exigencies of the situation. In 1938, 
for a whilo, it looked as if a piece 


of pie might be forthcoming from Homer 
Martin, Tho latter is practically a 
symbol for the most crass and flagrant 
careerism, happened to be engaged ina 
gang fight with the Stalinists. This 
was an opening for Cannon-Shachtman to 
do a little bootlicking. Hence they 
promptly began to yell for support to 
Martin. ‘This was their "intervention" 
in that situation. Unfortunately for 
Cannon-Shachtman, Martin bungled the 
affair and was eventually wiped out of 
the union movement entirely. Cannon» 
Shachtman were left with their eazer 
paws outstretched — and empty. "Dut. 


fully," they engaged in "Bolshevik 
self-criticism’ and declared that Maz 
tin was after all a good-for-nothing 


dog who was incapable of really waging 
a principled fight. On other occe- 
sions the self-styled "Bolshevik-lenin 
ists" wore luckior in their maneuvers. 


Thus in the New York Food Workers un- 
ion at the ond of 1940 they formed a 
bloc with the Stalinist bureaucrats. 


In return for this support which put 
tho Stalinists back into power in that 
union, the biggor bureaucrats throv 
Cannon a bono in the form of a fev mi- 
nor postse For thoir cringing boforoe 
Lovvis, Cannon 2nd Compriny received 
some CIO endorsements in the olique 
fight with Tobin. And so on down the 
line. Trndo union vork is a busincss 
with those oppvortunists. One makes an 
"investmont" and one expects "returns." 
The shoddy commodity known as Trotsky- 
ite trado union vork is sold to the 
rank-andefile all wrapped up in bright 
red tissue in the form of long winded 
theses and resolutions on The Tasks of 
tho Trade Unions, Our Platform in the 
Auto Workors Union, What Next for the 
American Trado Unions,etc.,etc. When 

vorkers who do not know the poisonous 

renlity back of these pretensious ha- 
rangucs read them, they imagine Cannon- 
Shachtman aro literally running them- 
solves ragged trying to instill new 
lifo into the trade unions oad broak 
them from their present bondage. All 
the trade union fakers employ the same 
tricks. As a matter of fact, Cannon. 
Shachtman learned their act in tho 
Stalinist Party and that today, more 
than sixteon years aftor they vent ine 
to business for thomselves, they still 
ongago in the same antics, only proves 
how well they lonrned their lessons in 


the Foster-—Lovestone School. 


Such a brand of trade unionism 
Can only have deadly results for the 
workers. The entire direction of the 
trade unions must be torn from the 
claws of these swindlers to whom the 
unions are nothing but a source of ca~ 
reers, prestige and power, In our 
fight for this aim, which is and can 
only be a revolutionary aim, our line 
has been clear and consistent. We 
have exposed the perversion of trade un- 


lonism into a policy of horse deals 
and, to the extent of our influonce, 
have brought to tho attention of tho 


workers the crimes being committed a 
gainst them through the medium of the 

unions. Our fight is to transform tho 
unions to thoir original state, organs 
of protection of the workers, but with 
a Marxist understanding in the place 
of the utopian notions of the old 

founders. As long as the unions re- 
main in the hands of the prosent load-~ 


ers,. they can be only organs of sell- 
oute This is tho crux of the entire 
problem. The pscudo—Marxists of the 


Cannon-Shachtman stripe play a special 
role in frustrating tho struggle to 
cleanse the wmions of their corrupt 
leadership. Cannon-Shachtman have di-~ 
rect influence over vorkors who al- 
ready realizo that the present union 

leadorship is hepclessly rottcn and 
must be ousted.This is tho reason why 
Cannon-Shachtman are compelled from 

time to time to issue romarks agninst 

people like Lewis, Grocn,Martin and 

their ilk. The anti~union fakor noise 

by Cannon-Shachtmin is sheer damagogy, 
for their basic line is to use their 

follovers as a pawm in the game of an- 
gling for posts from the renl big pov 
ers in the unions. That in the course 
of this job-hunting scrnmble Cannon- 
Shachtman have to condone 4nd whito- 
wash an cpoch-making scll-out such as 
that of the mine strike of 1943 is one 
ly an "incident" to these carccrists, 
but a mattcr of the grentest and most 
vital concern to every honest vorker . 
These "incidents" have put the toilors 
in their present torrible situation. 

Without those "incidents" perpetrated 
by the opportunist leaders, the cxpi- 
trlist class would be xlmost powerless 
to continue its oppression, for under 
a Marxist leadership the enormous and 
poverful proletarint could crush the 
bourgeoisic with ease. The capital- 
ists look so strong only because the 
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leadership of the working class is so 
treacherous. 


We have been speaking as if the 
trade union sphere were an entity in 
itself not connected with the other 
phases of life in class society. In 


reality, the trade union line of any 
organization is organically linked to 
its pclitical line; indeed, it is only 
an oxpression of politics. Examine an 
organization's pclitical line and you 
wili kuew in advance the nature of its 
trade union policy. Understand its 
trado urion line and you will know its 
brand oi politics. The Trotskyites! 
trade union line is the mirror image 
of their fundamental political posi-~ 
tion. In the political sphere the Can- 
non-Shachtman loadership has a long 
record of foisting on the workors an 
Opportunist line of support to the 
Stalinist Party, to the Social Demo- 
cratic Party and to the trade union 
carocrists dressed up in political 
clothes labelled "Labor Party." It 
gocs without saying that this support 
is rationalized with "criticism," with 
"oppositional" gestures and the like, 
all designed to make the opportunist 
mancuvers palatable to the relatively 
advanced rank-and-filo. 


The outcome of the trade union 
policy of the opportunists is necessar-— 
ily manifosted in the political aspects 
of the class struggle. Just as thero 
is no such thing as "pure and simple 
trade unionism," so the offects of any 
line in the trade unions are not pure- 
ly .nd simply cconomic. The fundamen~ 
tal cffects are political. Lcvis, to 
take an outstanding example, is only 
in appearance an economic agent of Wall 
Street imperinlism. Basically, he and 
his kjnd are political agents function- 
ing in the socnrlled economic sphere. 
Lewis! sell~outs in the "pure and sim 
ple trade union struggles" result in 
tying the workers to capitalism as a 
social system. His crooked machina- 
tions in the trade unions are an aspect 
of pclitical counter-revolution. It 
is to the latter that Cannon-Shachtman 
chain the -orkers with their trade un 
ion tactics and it is in this fundamen- 
tal light that the Trotskyite leaders! 
trade union policies must be under- 
stood. 


Arthur Burke 
February 9, 1945 
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NGF them by the blocs they make 
is the translation into political 
terms of an old and familiar proverb. 
A highly revealing episode in the car- 
eer of fTrotsky's so-called "Op-posi- 
tion" in the Soviet Union was his bloc 
with Zinoviev and Kamenev in the years 
1926-27. This incident is especially 
interesting in light of the fact that 
Zinoviev and Kamanev were originally 
clique partners of Stalin. JZinoviev 
and Kamenev (with Stalin at first in 
the background} were, moreover, the 
authors of the faction fight opened in 
the Autumn of 1923 to oust Trotsky 
from power and so initiate a bureaw- 
cratic centralization process to thoir 
orn advantage. This pair of eminent 
bureaucrats was profoundly involved in 
the degeneration of the Bolshevik 
leadership. 


How did it happen thnt at a cer- 
tain stage they entered into a bloc 
with Trotsky against whom for three 
years they had been waging a bitter 
clique fight? The Trotsky leaders 
have given an explanation of this 
startling about-face in rather simple 
terms. Shachtman in an old pamphlet 
on the history of the Trotsky faction 
puts it this way: 


"The first two years of struggle 
of the Opposition finally bore 
fruit in the revolt of the ‘revolu- 
tionary Leningrad proletariat in 
1925, which compelled its loaders— 
men like Zinoviev who had fathered 
the campaign against 'Trotskyism!— 
to combine in a4 bloc with the 1923 
Opposition." (Ton Years, The His- 
tory of the Left Opposition, p. 54) 


Shachtman, of course, is only ro- 
poating the official explanation is- 
sued by Trotsky himself. A lator ex. 
ample of this explanation was given 
by Trotsky before the Dewey Commission: 


"Thoy wore under the prossure of 


workers, of the best workers we had 
—of Petrograd and Moscow—the most 

developed and most educated workerse 
Stalin's support was in the pro- 
vinces, the bureaucracy in the pro- 

vinces. At first they did not 
themselves understand — that is, 

Zinoviev and Kamenev, as others ai-— 

so'— why -the split came. But it 

was the pressure of the workers of 

both capitals. The pressure of the 

vorkers pushed Zinoviev and Kamonev 

into contradictions with Stalin. 

(The Case of Ieon Trotsky. p. 81) 


As we sec,according to the offi - 

story of the Trotsky leaders, the 
pressure of the workers who followed 
Zinoviev and Kamonev caused $2.850 
clique partners of Stalin to turn abut 
180 degrees and unite with Trotsky and 
his "Opposition." 


cial 


If this is all that one knows 
about the matter, it sounds quite 
plausible. In contrast to this offi- 
cial version,however, Trotsky on other 
Occasions was constrained to paint 
quite a difforent picture of this in- 
cident. 


According to this other version, 
the workingclass followers of Zinoviov 
and Kamenov had oxorted no pressure 


whatever, and what is more, thoy woro 
strenuously opposed to any bloc with 
Trotsky. For three years, Zinoviev 


and Kamenev had been poisoning their 


followers against Trotsky, so that 
when the bloc with him was bronched 
from the top, even Zinoviov's petty 


henchmen wore absolutely flabbergasted, 
at a loss to comprehend, and harshly 

against it. Trotsky in a lettor of 
Novomber 1927 testifies that Zinoviev 
himself told him how hard it was to 

convinco his follovers to agree to the 
bloc with Trotsky. In order to facil- 
itate this bloc, Zinoviev had "admit~ 
ted" that he had been wrong in ate 

tacking Trotsky. Here is what happon- 
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ed: 


"In this manner, JZinoviev ad- 
mitted his mistake of 1923 (in 
Waging a strdgegle against 'Trotsky- 


ism' and even characterizdd it as 
much more dangetovws than that of 
133.7 (when he opposed the October 


insnuzrection! )e 
tre 


Mis admission on the part of 
Ziacviev aroused sonbsicerable 
astonishment ameng many second 


rank leaders of the Lenizerad Ops 
position who were not initiated into 
the conspiracy and who honestly be- 
lieved in the legend of 'Trotsky~ 
ism! 

"Zinoviev told me repeatedly; tIn 
Leningrad we hammered it into the 
minds of the comrades more deeply 
than anywhere else and it is, there. 


fore, most difficult to reeducate 
them.'" (L. Trotsky, Tho Stalin 


School of Falsification, p. 91) 


So far were Zinoviev's followers 
from exerting pressure on him that it 
was a tough job to "reeducatec" them to 
the idoa of joining up with Trotsky! 


In fact, Zinoviev's proposal for 
a bloc with Trotsky actually put the 


former in danger of losing his support- 


ers. Trotsky himself is the witness 
testifying to this effect: 


"On the other hand, the advanced 
Petrograd workers, followers of 
Zinovicv, who had engaged honestly 
and seriously in the struggle a- 
gainst 'Trotskyism' could by no 
mcans reconcile themsolvos to the 
sudden turn of 180 degrees. Zinov— 
iev was confronted with tho dangor 
of losing the best elements of his 
orn faction." (The New Intorna ~ 
tional, February 1938, p. 57) 


What is the meaning of these 
sharply cohtradictory stories and what 
is the real reason for the bloc formed 
by Zinoviev-Kamenev with Trotsky? The 
story of the "pressure of the workers" 
is sheer hokum History records no 
such pressure on Zinoviev and Kameaov 
and what is more, evon ixctsky hirsolf 
gives the lic to this yarn. Ou other 
occasions, Trotsky let slip stil!’ an 
other version which not only oxplodes 


the myth about the "pressure of the 
workers, ':. buu moints tc the real rea- 
sons for Zinoview Zamenev's move for a 
bloe with Tr .tskve Stalin head accime 
lated omcrmous power ana iis partners, 
Zinoviev-Kuacney, sew that they were 
about to.be elbovred out. They theres 


fore cast abcouvy for some mareuver t6 
recoup their iost burvaucratic fora 
tunes. A dlce with Trotsky, in 1926 


still a big figare before the Soviet 

masses. seemed 4a shrewd trizk to Zine 

oviev and Kamenev. Tho latter pair 

imagined that »y pooling their stocks 

with ‘retsky's they would be atle to 

countertalance Stalin's mounting powere 
Trotsky many ydars after the event ro- 
lated thig “eal source of tho bloc of 

1926-27; 


"They came over to the Opposition, 
hoping to gain powor 4#n a@ short 
lapse of time. Toward this ond they 
joined with the 1923 Opposition." 
(The Now Intornational, Nov. 1934, 
Pe 109 


In other words, the whole thing 
was a factional mancuver at the tope 
Small wonder that the workers at bote 
tom, completely in tho dark at what 
was going on in tho loading circles , 
were actually shocked by the Zinoviov— 
Kamonev bloc with Trotsky. 


There is one more point,a parti - 
cularly choice one, connected with this 
episode which is worth relating. For 
sheerly factional reasons, as a trick 
to decrease Trotsky's power and pres- 
tigo, Zinoviov and Kamenev in 1923 had 
launched an attack on Trotsky's thoory 
of the Permanent Revolution, original- 
ly formulated many years oarlicr in 
the pre-1917 poried. Zinoviev and Kam 
enev took advantage of the fact that 
Lenin prior to 1917 had mistakonly at- 
tacked Trotsky's theory. We emphasize 
the word mistakenly to difforentiate 
Lenin's pro.-191? attack which was the 
resu\t of an honest crror, from Zinov- 
tev and Kamenev's 1923 attack which 
was a deliberaty, criminal clique man-- 
euver to comolish Trotsky as a figuro 
in the Sovizt Union. Lenin's old anti- 
Trotsky remarks wore exhumed and con-- 
stantly paraded before the workers by 
Zinoviev, Kameznev and Stalin after 
1924, and the fact that in 1917 Ienin 
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had adopted Trotsky's theory in prac- 
tice was concealed. The result was that 
when Zinoviev-Kamenev in 1926 proposed 
the bloc with Trotsky, their follovers 
raised a protest: What about Trotsky's 
theory of Permanent Revolution? For 
quite a while Zinoviev and Kamenev 
have been shouting that this is a Men— 
shevik theory and now they want to 
form a bloc with Trotsky3 


Zinoviev and Kamenev had to worm 
their way out of this embarrassing 
Situation. The scheme they hit upon 
was really simple, like so many great 
crimese Thoy "merely" got Trotsky to 
repudiate his theory of the Permanent 
Revolution) By declaring publicly 
that in the past controversies over 
this theory Lenin «who had actually 
been wrong— was right, and Trotsky— 
who had actually been right — was 
wrong, Trotsky officially vashed his 
hands of this great Marxist principlo. 
His declaration to this offoct was 
oven vritten into the Platform of the 
Opposition, the "theoretical" vehicle 
of the Zinovicv-Kamenev-—Trotsky bloc: 


"Trotsky has stated to the Intor- 
national that inallthose quostions 
of principle upon which he disputod 
vith Lenin, Lenin was right — and 
particularly upon tho question of 
tho pormanent revolution and the 
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peasantry." (See The Real S 
tion in Russia, p. 180) 


That this was nothing but a man- 
euver to cover Zinoviev's treacherous 
tracks also can be proved directly 
by Trotsky's ow words: 


“With my acknowledgement of Len ~ 
in's correctness, Zinoviev sought , 
if only partially, to throw a veil 
over the previous criminal 'ideolo— 
gical! work of his orm faction a- 
gainst me." (L. Trotsky, The New 
International, February 1928, p.57) 


In such a shameful way was a fun- 
damental Marxist position traded over 
the counter in the formation of the 
Zinoviev—Kamenev-Trotsky bloc. 


We have reached the real esserce 
of Trotsky's bloc with Zinoviev and 
Kamenev, a4 clique mancuver absolutely 
devoid of principle. We have como a 
long way in these few pages from the 
official Trotskyite fable about the 
"pressure of the workers" with ‘hich 
this article begins. But we close 
with tho political proverb with which 
wo started: Know thom by the blocs 
thoy make. 


J..CeHe 
March 1945 
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